


DEPARTMENTS OF STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, AND 
THE JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


TUESDAY, MAY 27, 1952 


Unirep States Senate, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to call, in room F-82, 
the Capitol, Hon. Pat McCarran (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 
Present: Senators McCarran, McCarthy, and Green. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
LoyaLty-Security: PRoGRAM 


STATEMENTS OF CARLISLE H. HUMELSINE, DEPUTY UNDER 
SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF STATE; 
CONRAD E. SNOW, CHAIRMAN, LOYALTY REVIEW BOARD; 
SAM BOYKIN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF SECURITY AND CON- 
SULAR AFFAIRS; DON NICHOLSON, CHIEF, DIVISION OF SE- 
CURITY; EDWARD B. WILBER, BUDGET OFFICER, DEPARTMENT 
OF STATE; AND E, K. MEADE, SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE 
DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY FOR ADMINISTRATION 


RESTRICTION ON LOYALTY-SECURITY INFORMATION 


Senator McCarran. The committee will come to order. 

I think Mr. Humelsine desires to be heard with reference to matters 
that were in the record. 

Mr. Humeusinge. Yes, Mr. Chairman. When we concluded last 
time we were discussing some aspects of the lovalty-security program 
in the Department, and there is a number of items in the record on 
which I owe the committee answers. 

Senator McCarran. Yes, please. 

Mr. Humetstne. I would like to go through them and put all of 
those that I can into the record. 

Senator McCarran. Very well. 

Let me ask you something before you start in. You have certain 
restrictions placed on you as to what information you can give this 
committee; have you not? 

Mr. Humexsine. Very definitely; yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Will you tell me who drafted that directive? 
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Mr. Humetstne. Who drafted the directive? 

Senator McCarran, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hume sine. That I would not know, sir. Someone in the 
White House drafted the letter. Whether the President drafted it 
or one of his assistants, I do not know. I would imagine that one of 
his assistants drafted it and that he went over it with the assistant. 
To my personal knowledge, I do not know directly who drafted it. 

Senator McCarran. It was not drafted in your office? 

Mr. Hume sine. It was absolutely not drafted in my office. 

Senator McCarran. It was not drafted in the State Department, 
to your knowledge? 

Mr. Humetsine. It was not drafted in the State Department. 


INITIATION OF DIRECTIVE 


Senator McCarran. Was it drafted upon your suggestion? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir; it was drafted at my suggestion. It was 
indirectly drafted at the suggestion of the committee; my recollection 
is that I was asked to get a letter from the President to clarify the 
position that Ihave taken. I asked the Secretary of State if he would 
take this matter up with the President, and he did so. 

I outlined to the Secretary of State the categories of information 
that had been asked for by the committee, and on which I felt* the 
President’s directives were not clear, as to whether I could give certain 
answers, stating that I needed clarification, so that I could come back 
to the committee and get myself straightened out with the committee 
with regard to that. 

Senator McCarran. Did you suggest that there was certain 
information that should not be given out, and that the directive should 
so curtail your statements? 

Mr. Humetstne. No, sir; I did not make any suggestion in that 
regard. I posed the problem that we were faced with and asked for 
guidance. I gave my interpretation, the interpretation I had given 
the committee in certain instances, where I interpreted the Presi- 
dent’s directives to mean that I could not give certain information out. 

Senator McCarran. Are there any questions, Senator McCarthy? 

Senator McCarruy. No. 

Senator McCarran. Very well, you may proceed, Mr. Humelsine. 


SECRET BRIEFING IN DEPARTMENT ON MCCARRAN COMMITTEE 
(See pp 362 ann 449) 


Mr. Hume sine. On page 362 of the record, Senator McCarthy 
asked a question, or related an-incident that had occurred, which I 
promised to investigate and look into. Generally, it was this: 

Senator McCarthy said: 


Mr. Chairman, in connection with what the Chair has said, I did not intend to 
bring this up at this time, but so the Chair will be aware of it, one of the Senators 
was telling us yesterday that his wife had attended—and you can have his name 
and I am sure he will give you this information also—one of the so-called secret 
briefings of the State Department. Just how that is worked, I do not know. 
In this particular case they wrote to the leaders of the Congregational Church. 
I think this will interest the Chair particularly. The State Department wrote to 
the leaders of the Congregational Church, and they invited them to attend a so- 
called secret briefing. 

At that briefing, which was attended by the wife of one of the Senators, the 
briefing consisted of a program exclusively devoted to a vicious attack upon 
Senator McCarran’s security committee, and to a lesser extent on McCarthy’s 
exposure of certain individuals in the State Department. 
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Then Senator McCarthy read a newspaper article written by 
Willard Edwards. 

Following that, on page 364 of the Record, Senator McCarthy 
referred to this particular item and said: 


So that the chairman will hear it, in line with what the Chair originally read 
from the Times-Herald, I was informing the Chair that yesterday one of the 
Senators informed us that his wife had attended one of these secret briefings in 
the State Department. This was a case in which they had invited church leaders 
to come in for one of these secret sessions. 

His wife reported back to him, and he reported to us, that one of the principal 
speakers spent his time almost exclusively in an attack upon Senator McCarran 
and his handling of the investigation into subversives, and upon an attack upon 
Senator McCarthy. 

For your benefit, this was during the last few days, and it was a meeting to 
which were invited members of the Congregational Church. 

I am very curious to know why the State Department feels that that is a top 
secret, to hire someone to come in and attack the chairman of one of our most 
important committees. I think we should have the transcript of what was said 
at that meeting so that we will know what was so top secret about it. 


The colloquy then continued as follows: 


Mr. Hume.srne. Senator, I would certainly agree that you should have a 
transcript if there was any made. 

Senator McCarruy. Will you furnish the transcript? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. If I knew that there was a member of the State 
Department who made an attack upon Senator McCarran or the Internal Security 
Committee 

Senator McCartuy. No; it was not a State Department individual. They 
invite people to do this. 

Senator McCarran. They are invited from where? 

Senator McCartuy. This is one of the meetings that you referred to, Senator. 
In this case they first invited church leaders to come in and get top-secret infor- 
mation. They allowed no reporters there because it was supposed to be secret. 
One of the Senator’s wives went to the meeting. The individual who was invited 
by the State Department to brief these people—and I may be wrong on the indi- 
vidual—was the editor of New Republic. He spent his time there in one of these 
secret sessions in the State Department, at the State Department’s invitation, 
making an attack upon Pat McCarran. 

Now, I think we should have the transcript of that. We should find out why 
the State Department is promoting that type of activity. I am sure you know 
about it, Mr. Humelsine. 

Mr. Hume.sine. No, sir. This is the first time I have ever heard of that par- 
ticular situation. I do not know the facts. 

Senator McCarruy. With the Chair’s permission, may I ask Mr. Humel- 
sine—— 

Mr. HumEtsineE, I will investigate that matter thoroughly, because it interests 
me as much as it does you. 








INTERDENOMINATIONAL GROUP MEETING 


I think we need the background on that so that I can tell you about 
the investigation that the Department made of the alleged incident. 

During the week of March 12 the interdenominational group, which 
was holding its annual meeting, asked the Department to arrange a 
briefing for them on foreign policy. This briefing was held on March 
12 and lasted 3 hours. 

Briefing officers were Jack Hickerson, Assistant Secretary of State 
for United Nations Affairs, Willard Thorp, Assistant Secretary of 
State for Economic Affairs, and Alexis Johnson, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs. 

The request for a briefing was made orally during a visit to the 
Public Liason Division of the State Department by Mr. E. Raymond 








932 STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


Wilson, the executive director of the Friends Committee on National 
Legislation. The State Department had nothing to do with the 
uest list. This was made up by Mr. Wilson’s committee. This 
ist did not include the editor of the New Republic, or any editor or 
employee of that magazine. 

The transcript of this interdenominational group meeting does not 
show any reference whatsoever to Senator McCarran or Senator 
McCarthy. This transcript is available to the committee, and I have 
it here to give you. 

I should like to repeat that every organization official attending 
these meetings, does so because he wants to and because his organ- 
ization has requested in writing that it be placed on a list to be notified 
when briefings are held. 

This whole idea of meetings is one which the organizations them- 
selves requested, after the San Francisco Conference, where the 
consultative arrangement was first set up. They felt it would be 
helpful to have meetings not only for the private organizations, but 
for the Department itself. As a rule, the subjects discussed at the 
meetings are those which organization people have writtenn to ask us 
to discuss. Occasionally, however , When a high Department official, 
such as Mr. McCloy or Admiral Kirk retur ns, we set up a background 
meeting for the groups to ask first-hand questions. 

Senator McCartuy. May | interrupt? 

Mr. HumeEtsine. Yes, sir. 


CONFLICT OF TESTIMONY 


Senator McCarruy. Is it your statement now that you have 
investigated that particular meeting and that there was no reference 
made to either Senator McCarran or Senator McCarthy? 

Mr. Humetnsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. For the Chair’s information, I want to 

tell the Chair that the Senator’s wife attended the meeting— -and | 
will ask that the Senator’s name be kept off the record—and I do not 
think she would lie to us about this. So I prefer to believe her above 
your own investigators. 

Mr. Humetsine. May I continue? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes. 

Mr. Humetsine. No persons outside the Government are ever in- 
vited to brief groups in this connection. As far as Senator McCarthy's 
report that the editor of New Republic addressed a group in the De- 
partment is concerned, this report appears to be completely incorrect. 
On the same question, our records do not show that there has been 
any recent meeting with the Congregational Church leaders. 


PROCEDURE ON INFORMATION CONFERENCES 


Here is one further point that I would like to make. We do not 
organize groups to come in to the Department. Mr. Sargeant has 
already described how our background meetings are set up for larger 
groups of organizations on subjects of special current interest. 

I should like to say again that the special meetings are set up when 
individual groups request meetings on specific topics which they wish 
to hear discussed. 

Senator McCartuy. May I interrupt again? 
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Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. What church group was it? 

Mr. Humetsine. It was an interdenominational group. 

Senator McCarrny. I identify the name of the church group wrong. 
There was a meeting on the day I told you with a church group? 

Mr. Hume sine. There was a church group that was having a con- 
vention in Washington, and in connection with their convention they 
spent one afternoon session at the Department of State. 


SPEAKERS 


Senator McCarruy. Who initiated this idea of supplying speakers 
to the various groups that come to Washington? 

Mr. Hume sine. We do not supply speakers, in that sense. If the 
group asks for permission to come to the Department and hear speakers 
on a particular subject, we provide speakers on those topics. 

From time to time, we also have background sessions for organiza- 
tions where they come in and listen to background explanations of 
some current aspect of foreign policy. 

Senator McCarruy. Who initiates those background sessions? 

Mr. Hume tsine. Who initiates them? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes. 

Mr. Hume.sing. They are initiated in most cases, as I understand 
it, by the national organization concerned. 

Senator McCarruy. In most cases—How about the other cases? 

Mr. Humetsrine. I think that in certain cases, with organizations 
that we carry on liaison, sometimes we have background sessions, 
and they come in and attend them. 


BACKGROUND BRIEFING 


Senator McCarruy. What is the purpose of your hiring men to 
carry on, as you said, liaison with various organizations throughout 
the country and arranging for background briefings? Under what 
theory do you perform this particular service? 

Mr. Humetusine. Well, we perform that service under the theory 
or the basis that it helps us to exchange views with representatives 
of important organizations throughout the country. 

Senator McCarruy. You say “It is important for us.” By ‘us’ 
you mean the State Department? 

Mr. Humetsine. To the State Department and to the Government. 

Senator McCarruy. It is important to you to bring these groups 


in and indoctrinate them and sell them your philosophy and policy? 


Mr. Humetsine. I would disagree, Senator, that we bring them in 
and try to indoctrinate them in any particular philosophy. 

Senator McCartuy. What is that, then? 

Mr. Hume sine. It is an exchange of views on problems. For 
instance, when we get these views, quite often in these sessions, I un- 
derstand, the individuals violently disagree with certain aspects of 
our policy and give us the reasons why they do so. 

Senator McCartuy. Do you keep a transcript of those sessions? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCartruy. You keep a transcript of what is said by the 
individuals from the floor? 

Mr. Hume.sine. We do; yes, sir. 








934 STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


TRANSCRIPT OF INTERDENOMINATIONAL MEETING 


Senator McCarruy. And you have a transcript of what went on 
that day? 

Mr. Humetsrne. I have a complete transcript of what took place 
that day at that one meeting. 

Senator McCartuy. May I glance at it if I may, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator McCarran. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCartuy. Or do you merely have the speeches given in 
this volume? 

Mr. Humetsrine. I do not know about that. I will ask one of our 
men to check that. 

Senator McCarran. Is that transcript edited before being brought 
here or before it comes to you? 

Mr. Humetsine. I do not know the answer to that, Senator. I do 
not think it is. 

Senator McCarran. The resaon I ask the question is because we 
cannot question the veracity of the party who gave us the information. 

Mr. Hume sine. I think it is a question of misunderstanding. 

I want to go ahead. I have not completed my account. 

Senator McCarruy. I am sorry. 


SPEECH OF EDITOR OF NEW REPUBLIC 


Mr. Humetsine. In reference to the charge that the editor of the 
New Republic addressed an audience in the State Department, there 
is no truth in this matter. I have reviewed the transcript of the 
meeting held in the Department of State for the interdenominational 
seminar, and the only persons who spoke were the Department officers 
who had been requested to speak, that is, Assistant Secretary Hicker- 
son and Assistant Secretary Thorp and Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Johnson. 

Now, as I promised this committee, I have made a very thorough 
investigation of the allegation. After practically turning the Depart- 
ment inside out to find some clue as to the source of Senator Mc- 
Carthy’s statement about the New Republic editor and finding abso- 
lutely nothing which would even remotely substantiate it, we turned 
to the clergymen who ran that seminar. They informed us that on 
Tuesday, March 11, in the Calvary Baptist Church on Eighth and H 
Streets NW., two addresses were made at the opening sessions of the 
seminar. One was by the Reverend George M. Docherty, pastor of 
the New York Avenue Presbyterian Church and the other was a talk 
called ‘‘An analysis of major political issues,” by a Miss Helen Fuller 
who is described as managing editor of the New Republic magazine. 
The Department knew nothing about this, naturally, because the only 
part of the seminar we were concerned with was the meeting the group 
asked to have in the Department of State. During the 4 fave the 
seminar met in Washington, sessions were held with Congressmen and 
Senators, meetings were held in various Government agencies, and 
there were a number of meetings held i in various churches in the city. 

I have here a copy of the seminar’s program which was published 
by the Interdenominational Conference and circulated among its 
membership, but not either by or through the State Department. 

I think that this thing, Senator, as far as I can see, is based on a 
misunderstanding of the meeting that occurred. I do not know what 
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this Miss Helen Fuller said in her speech in the Baptist Church—I 
do not know whether she criticized you or whether she criticized 
Senator McCarthy. 

Senator McCarrny. May I ask whether it would be possible that 
she attended the State Department session and took part in the 
discussion from the floor? 

Mr. Humetsine. My understanding is that that did not occur. 
We have talked to people that were there, and they have said that 
there was no criticism whatsoever of either Senator McCarran or 
yourself voiced from the floor. 


HELEN FULLER AS NONSCHEDULED SPEAKER 


Now, it is quite true that Miss Helen Fuller, who is editor of the 
New Republic, did speak at the Baptist Church on March 11 on the 
subject, An Analysis of Major Political Issues. 

Senator McCarruy. May I ask you this, Mr. Humelsine. Would 
your transcript show whether she spoke from the floor at the meeting? 

Mr. Humetsine. Well, our records do not show that any such 
person ever attended the meeting. 

Senator McCarruy. Let me ask you this: Would you have a 
record of what she said? 

Mr. Humetsine. No; because we had nothing to do with that. 

Senator McCartuy. What I mean is that if she attended the 
State Department meeting and spoke from the floor as a nonscheduled 
speaker, would you have a record of what she said? 

Mr. Humetsine. We would not—not necessarily. 

Senator McCarruy. The reason I question you about this is that 
there would be no reason for the Senator’s wife to lie. 

Mr. Humetsine. I said that this appears to be one of these clear- 
cut cases of misunderstanding. I think it would be interesting to ask 
the Senator’s wife whether this thing occurred in the Baptist Church 
or not. Miss Fuller did speak during this session of these ministers 
in Washington, according to the organization’s own program. 

Senator McCarrny. Of course, there is also the possibility that 
she did speak from the floor at the State Department meeting, and 
you would not have a record of that? 

Mr. Humetsinge. Yes. But whether we would have a record or not, 
we discussed this matter very carefully with people that were there 
for the whole session, and they say that no such thing occurred. 

Senator McCarruy. Did we go into the question of how much 
money was spent on this particular type of project? Did we question 
you on that? 

Mr. Humetsine. I think that was covered. 

Mr. Scorr (clerk of the subcommittee). The details as to the cost 
of this particular program were asked for on page 369 of the record, 
but they have not been supplied as yet. 


COST OF PUBLIC CONFERENCE PROGRAM 


Mr. Humetstne. I have here a short statement which I can insert 
in the record which indicates that the cost of the public conferences 
program is $21,800. It shows how that is broken down. 

Senator McCarran. As I understand it, that is the amount that 
the State Department has expended on these so-called seminars? 
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Mr. Humetsine. We did not run this seminar, but we do run some 
of these briefing sessions. That is the amount of money we spend on 
them; yes, sir. 

_ Senator McCarran. I will change that word “seminar’’ to “brief- 
ing.” 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. The statement will be included in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


(See also p. 369) 
(TO BE USED ONLY IF SPECIFICALLY REQUESTED] 
8. Specific information regarding State Department public conferences 
(a) Personnel from the Division of Public Liaison_________.._.._._.. $10, 200 
(On an annual basis this represents the equivalent of % time 
of one senior officer, plus clerical assistance, or a combined total 
of approximately 4,800 man-hours.) 
(b) Time contributed by other officers in the Department ______._____ 2, 000 
(This is purely an estimate since time does not permit an 
accurate computation of each individual officer’s contribution 
in terms of his 1951 salary, his estimated time at the conference 
and his preconference preraration. In this connection, one 
reason the meetings are “not for attribution’”’ is to save the time 
and expense of preparing and clearing speeches. Each speaker 
discusses his area of specialty informally and answers questions 
regarding it.) 
(c) Miscellaneous supplies and materials_______...__.__._.-..----_- 3, 600 
(This again is purely an estimate because of the time and 
detailed work which would be involved in checking records and 
properly identifying Central Services records properly charge- 
able to this program.) 


(id). Tigertee Mien Par ee ea ae Cee aoe ee 6, 000 
(Approximately 1,260 man-hours.) ; 
Total Ss oe eS Cray Tad Bees 2 ATES SSE 2a 21, 800 


(The following sample invitations to briefings were submitted for 
the record in answer to questions previously asked by the committee:) 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
WASHINGTON 


You and other representatives of your organization are invited to attend a 
background meeting on the current situation in Germany, which will be held in 
the Auditorium of the New State Department Building, Twenty-first and Virginia 
Avenue, NW., on Wednesday, March 14 from 2:30 to 4:30 p. m. 

I would appreciate it if you would advise me, either by writing or by telephoning 
REpublic 5600, extension 2598 or 5766, if vou will be able to attend. 

I am enclosing an agenda for the meeting and hope that you will be present. 


Sincerely yours, Francis H. Russet, 


Director, Office of Public Affairs. 
Enclosure: Agenda for the background meeting. 





DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
WASHINGTON 


You are invited to attend a background meeting at which time Department 
officers will discuss some of the problems related to the forthcoming meeting of 
the Foreign Ministers of the American Republics. This background meeting wil! 
be held in room 2180 at the New State Department Building, Twenty-first and 
Virginia Avenue, on Tuesday, February 27 from 2 to 5:30 p. m. 

I would appreciate it if you would advise me by writing or by telephoning 
REpublic 5600, Extension 2598 or 5766 if you will be able to attend. 

I am enclosing an agenda for the meeting and hope that you will be present. 


Sincerely yours, Joun M. Parrerson, 


Acting Chief, Division of Public Liaison. 
Enclosure: Agenda for background meeting. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, December 14, 1951. 

Dear OrGANIZATION LEADER: At the final session of the National Conference on 
United States Foreign Policy, October 30, 31, and November 1, 1951, the enclosed 
suggestions for iaproving the communications and information facilities of the 
Department were made by the participating groups. 

Since some of those attending the conference had left before this session, we are 
sending the suggestions for your further comment or additions. Could we hear 
from you? 

Sincerely yours, 
Francis H. Russe.t, 
Director, Office of Public Affairs. 


SUGGESTIONS BY ORGANIZATION REPRESENTATIVES FOR IMPROVING INFORMATION 
AND COMMUNICATION TECHNIQUES 


National Conference on United States Foreign Policy, November 1, 1951 
I. CONFERENCES 


1. Two general national conferences a year. 

2. General conferences should be supplemented by conferences on special 
subjects. 

3 The general conferences might concern themselves with only two or three 
general themes, to give more time for discussion. 

4. Two days might be given to general topics, with a third day dealing with 
three or four subjects, from which each participant would have to choose one, 
and spend the entire day on that one topic. 

5. There should be some social function in connection with the conferences 
so that the participants can get better acquainted and discuss mutual problems. 

6. Organization people trained in group discussion should lead the round tables. 

7. More time should be given to the session dealing with information and com- 
munication problems. 

8. Representation at meetings be rotated so that more organization leaders 
can participate. 

9. That foreign service officers from posts abroad be brought to the conferences 
to allow people to learn more of the application of the theories and policies of the 
Department. 

10. That the ideas brought out in the round tables be summarized and brought 
back to the entire group, in a plenary session, 

11. That a small group of organization representatives work with the De- 
partment on plans for the conferences. 

12. The Department should hold more regional conferences. 


II, PUBLICATIONS 


1. Some publications should be produced especially for rural readers. 
2. Publications should include some direct reports from the field. 

3. Publications should have more visual aids. 

4. All publications should be dated. 


Ill, RADIO 


1. The radio program, State Department Roundup, might have people from 
other countries participate in the discussion of current international problems. 

2. Organizations should call to the attention of their members the Sunday 
evening radio program, State Department Roundup, on Liberty network as a 
convenient source of information about United States foreign policy. 


IV, 


It was recommended that there be better coordination of exchange programs, 
so that organizations can know what people are coming to the United States and 
cooperate more effectively with the Department of State, ECA, and Defense. 
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OFFICIAL REPORTER OF CONFERENCES 


Senator McCarran. Who is your official reporter, or do you have 
an official reporter? 

Mr. Humetstne. We do not have one, Senator; we have a number 
of official reporters who are available to attend these meetings. 

Senator McCarran. I note that this transcript bears the name of 
the reporting firm as the Federal Reporting Co. Why is the trans- 
cript designated ‘ Restricted’’? 

Mr. Humetstne. The restricted classification only means that 
these things are not to be made public. They are available for 
within the Government. 

Senator McCarran. Are not those meetings public meetings? 

Mr. Hume sine. Yes, sir; those meetings are public meetings, for 
the purpose of giving background; but what takes place there is not 
made available on a direct quotation basis to the press, for example. 

Senator McCarran. Why is that true? 

Mr. Hume sine. I understand it is so that the officers who appear 
will not resort to prepared speeches. There is a natural tendency 
to do that if vou are going to be talking for direct newspaper publica- 
tion. You have to be very, very careful of what you say, as the 
Senator knows, because of the question of misinterpretation, and so 
forth. Unless we had the thing kept on a background basis, it would 
hinder the free exchange of views that we like to see take place. 
Newspaper people are allowed to attend. 

Senator McCarran. Newspaper people are allowed to attend and 
newspaper people quote from the statements made there? 

Mr. Hume sine. I do not think that they quote from them directly, 
Senator. 

Senator McCarran. Why not? Would they not be permitted 
to do so? 

Mr. Humetstne. That is on the basis that I was just talking about, 
that if they did so as I understand it, it would tend to make the 
people prepare very formal speeches, which they would give. 

Senator McCarran. Well, I would take from that, then, that this 
is sort of a secret meeting that takes place. In other words, it is 
secret from the American public. 

Mr. Hume sine. No; it is not secret, because the American public 
is present, Senator. The newspaper people can talk about and write 
in general about what goes on. 

Senator McCarran. Do you mean to tell me that they cannot 
quote from what is said? 

Mr. Humetsine. That is what I understand, that they cannot 
quote directly. 

Senator McCarran. Who prevents them from doing so? 

Mr. Hume.sine. The agreement that we have with the press, as 
I understand it. As far as the exact details of that are concerned, 
I am not familiar enough with the intimate details of how these things 
are run to give you a categorical answer on that. 


TRANSCRIPT MARKED ‘“‘RESTRICTED”’ 


Senator McCarran. Senator McCarthy, I was going on the subject 
that each page of this transcript is marked “restricted” and I wanted 
to know why and what that means. Mr. Humelsine was giving me 
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his version of it, in which he says—and | would rather have him state 
it than myself—that the newspaper people are not permitted to quote 
from what takes place in these briefings. That is the substance of 
his statement. He can correct that if he wants to. But anyone is 
allowed to come into these briefings. It is a public meeting. 

I am at a loss to know why these pages should be marked “re- 
stricted.” If they are marked “restricted” is it not possible that 
there are eliminations before this transcript is put out? Are there 
not eliminations from what actually took place there? 

Mr. Hume sing. Not according to my knowledge. 

Senator McCarran. Without your knowledge, would it not be 
possible? 

Mr. HumEtsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. I am getting back to the proposition that a 
responsible person made a very comprehensive statement, yet it 
apparently does not appear in this restricted transcript. 


OCCURRENCE OF SPEECH OF NEW REPUBLIC EDITOR 


Mr. Hume tsine. Weil, I think the answer is, as far as I can tell, 
that it did not take place, Senator. If it did take place it probably 
took place in the Baptist church meeting, that would be my interpre- 
tation. 

Senator McCarran. However, if the party says that it did take 
place down there, you would not question that? 

Mr. Hume sine. [| would not take issue with the Senator’s wife. 

Senator McCarran. All right. 

Senator McCarruy. I may say, Mr. Chairman, that I will check 
with her personally. It is possible that your explanation is the cor- 
rect one, Mr. Humelsine. 

Mr. Hume.sine. It is the only one I could find by really trying to 
check into it most carefully, because the thing really disturbed me. 


CLASSIFICATION OF RESTRICTED MATERIAL 


Senator McCarruy. Let me ask you this: With that document 
marked ‘‘restricted”’ it would be a criminal offense for anyone to give 
out that information; is that right? 

Mr. Humexsine. I do not think so. The restricted classification is 
the lowest classification, and my understanding of that is that it means 
for use within the Government itself. 

Senator McCarray. How do you prevent a newspaperman from 
using restricted material, then? 

Mr. Humg sine. I think that restricted material quite often is made 
available to newspapermen. It is not supposed to be if it is confi- 
dential or secret or top secret—it is a question of the level of infor- 
mation. 

I furnished a statement here, Senator, just after you walked out, 
about the cost of these public briefings. I inserted in the record 
the figures that were given me on the cost of this program. 

Senator McCarran. All right; you may proceed, Mr. Humelsine. 
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e 
COST OF LOYALTY-SECURITY PROGRAM PAMPHLET 
(See p. 420) 


Mr. Humetsine. The next item was the cost of the loyalty- 
security program pamphlet. I think Senator Ferguson asked what 
the cost of that pamphlet was. We checked into that, and I have a 
statement on that. 

The cost of preparing and printing this pamphlet was approxi- 
mately $970. I have a brief statement here which covers that and, if 
I may, I will insert it in the record. 

Senator McCarran. It will be inserted in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


PAMPHLET ON LoyALtTy SEcuURITY PROGRAM 


The Department has received thousands of inquiries as to the operation of its 
loyalty security program, from Members of Congress, the press, and the general 
public. To answer these inquiries, and to explain the necessarily complicated 
procedures of the loyalty and security program, this new pamphlet was prepared. 

A total of 18,000 copies of The State Department’s Loyalty Security Sieve. 
How It Works, were printed. Copies are available at the United States Govern- 
ment Printing Office for $0.10 each. 

The cost of preparing and printing this pamphlet was approximately $970. 
Had we not prepared this pamphlet to answer the thousands of inquiries on our 
program, more time and money would be spent drafting and typing individual 
replies. 

INFORMATION GIVEN ONLY ON SPECIFIC REQUEST 


Senator McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, I find something on the state- 
ment entitled “Specific Information Regarding State Department 
Public Conferences’”’ which is a bit humorous. 

Here is the information which the committee requested on the cost 
of this briefing program, and I find a notation at the top of the docu- 
ment that was handed to the reporter which states “To be used only 
if specifically requested.” 

Did you think we were going to forget about this? 

Mr. Humexsinge. You may have. 





BIOGRAPHIES OF LOYALTY-SECURITY BOARD MEMBERS 
(See also pp. 416-417) 


The next item is the biographies of Loyalty-Security Board members. 

I think the chairman asked that we insert the complete biographies 
of each individual that had ever been on the Board. This group of 
papers covers that entire membership. 

Senator McCarran. Very well. The documents will go in the 
record. 

(The documents referred to follow:) 


Name: Guy Anderson Lee. 
Date and place of birth: December 7, 1909, New Haven, Ind. 
Education: 
Wabash College, Crawfordsville, Ind., 1928-32, A. B. 
Harvard University, 1932-35, M. A. 
Harvard University, 1938, Ph. D. 
American University, 1942-43. 
Experience: 
Assistant professor, Clark University, October 1937—August 1942. 
Assistant director of records control, National Archives, August 1942-August 
1947. 
Historian, Historical Division, Department of Army, August 1947—August 1948. 
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Experience—Continued 
Records-reference supervisor, National Security Resources Board, August 
1948-June 1950. 
Historian, Office of the Executive Secretary, Office of the United States 
High Commissioner for Germany, Bonn, Germany, June 1950 to present. 


Name: Samuel H. Linch. 
Date and place of birth: December 22, 1916, Omaha, Nebr. 
Education: University of Washington, B. A. 1937. 
Experience: 
Travel service, 1939-40. 
Reservation officer for airline company, March—July 1940. 
Immigration border patrolman and naturalization examiner, Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, 1940-43. 
Lieutenant, United States Navv, 1943-46. 
Appointed Foreign Service staff officer May 1947. 
Vice consul at Warsaw, May 1947-October 1948. 
Vice Consul at Munich, October 1948. 
Present position, Office of Public Affairs, Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, Bonn, Germany. 
Military: Lieutenant, United States Navy, 1943-46 (overseas service). 


Name: Charles Hoyt Mace. 
Date and place of birth: May 19, 1916, Chillicothe, Ohio. 
Education: Benjamin Franklin University, B. C. 8S. 1941. 
Experience: 
Fiscal accountant, Department of Agriculture, 1934-41. 
Chief, Budget and Accounting Division, Social Security Board, 1941-43. 
Chief, Division of Finance and Accounts, Social Security Board, 1943-44. 
Management specialist, Office of War Information, 1944-46, 
United States Army, 1944—46. 
Management specialist, Department of State, August 1945-January 1948. 
Management analyst and management consultant, Department of State, 
January 1948 to August 1948. 
Organization and methods examiner, August 1948-May 1950. 
Assistant executive director, Bureau of European Affairs, May 1950—October 
1950. 
Director of executive staff, Office of Assistant Secretary for Economic Affairs, 
October 1950 to present. 
Military: United States Army, 1944—46. 


Name: Edward D. McLaughlin. 
Date and place of birth: August 20, 1902, Pottsville, Pa. 
Education: 
Marion Military Institute graduate. 
United States Military Academy graduate, 1925. 
Universidad Nacional de Mexico, 1937. 
Experience: 
Automobile business, 1927-28. 
Engineer, 1928-29. 
Assistant trade commissioner, Habana, 1929-30. 
At Mexico City, 1930-33. 
Assistant director and director, National Recovery Administration for 
Arkansas, 1934-36. 
Assistant director, National Emergency Council, Arkansas, 1934-36. 
Appointed assistant commercial attaché at Mexico City, July 3, 1946. 
Foreign Service officer of class VII, July 1, 1939. 
Consul and secretary in the diplomatic service, November 16, 1939, 
Second secretary at Mexico City, June 11, 1940. 
Consul and second secretary at Rio de Janeiro, July 2, 1940. 
Consul at Para, July 17, 1942. 
Class VI, November 16, 1943. 
To the Department, December 7, 1943. 
Second secretary and consul at La Paz, temporary, June 12, 1944. 
At Rio de Janeiro, January 30, 1945. 
Class IV, May 16, 1945. 
First secretary at Rio de Janeiro in addition to duties as consul, June 20, 1945. 
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Experience—Continued 
To the Department, January 23, 1946. 
Assistant Chief of Special Projects Division, June 25, 1946. 
Foreign Service officer of Class III, November 13, 1946. 
Acting commercial attaché at Ottawa, January 27, 1947. 
First secretary and consul at Dublin, January 12, 1948. 
Present position: Consul, Bremen, Germany. 
Military: United States Army, 1925-26, second lieutenant. 
Member of: Bar of Arkansas. 





Name: Harold Wilcox Moseley. 
Date and place of birth: April 5, 1907, Westfield, Mass. 
Education: 
Amherst College, A. B. 1928. 
Harvard University, M. B. A. 1931. 
Harvard University, Ph. D. 1939. 
George Washington University Law School, 1934-35. 
Experience: 
Instructor in pqitical science, Doshisha University, Japan, 1928-29. 
Economist, National Recovery Administration, 1934-35. 
Sales-research analyst for manufacturing company, 1936. 
Instructor in Economics, Amherst College, 1937-39. 
Divisional assistant, Department of State, September 1939—-November 1941. 
Alternate member, Reviews and Appeals Commission on Export Applica- 
tions of the Board of Economic Warfare, 1942—43. 
Lieutenant, United States Navy, September 1943—December 1944. 
Special Assistant to Director, Office of European Affairs, Department of 
State, December 1944—45. 
Deputy secretary general, Far Eastern Command, 1945-46. 
Special assistant to secretary general, Far Eastern Command, 1946. 
Special assistant to the Assistant Secretary of State for Occupied Areas, 
November 1946—December 1946. 
Assistant for State-War-Navy Coordinating Commission, December 1946- 
October 1947. 
State-Army-Navy-Air Force Coordinating Commission, October 1947. 
Foreign-affairs specialist, Department of State, February 1949—March 1949. 
Special assistant to the Chief, Division of Northeast Asian Affairs, March 
1949—October 1949. 
Officer in charge of Japan and Soviet Far East Affairs, October 1949—Febru- 
ary 1950. 
Foreign Service staff officer, German Foreign Affairs Branch, Foreign Rela- 
tions Division at Frankfort on the Main, February 1950. 
Present position, office of the general counsel, office of the United States 
High Commissioner for Germany, Bonn, Germany. 
Military: Lieutenant, United States Navy, September 1943—December 1944. 


Name: Lawson A. Moyer, Jr. 
Date and Place of Birth: August 7, 1918, Washington, D. C. 
Education: 
George Washington University, A. B. political science 1940. 
Georgetown University Law School, LL.B. 1950. 
Awards: 
Class prize ($50) 1950 for maintaining highest average fourth year 
evening law school. 
Class prize ($50) 1949 for maintaining highest average third year 
evening law school. 
Class prize ($25) 1948 for maintaining highest average second year 
evening law school. 
Experience: 
Clerk, Bureau of Accounts, Treasury Department, 1940—August 1941. 
Special agent, Intelligence Unit, Bureau of Internal Revenue, Treasury 
Department, November 1945—August 1947. 
Evaluator, Division of Security, Department of State, August 1947—June 29, 
1951. 
Present position: 
ffice of personnel, special assistant, assigned as assistant legal officer, 
Loyalty Security Board. 
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Military: 

Military service, United States Army. August 1941—October 1945; special 
agent, Counterintelligence Corps, Military Intelligence Division, March 
1942—October 1945 with duty in United States and India. 

Member of: Bar of District of Columbia. 


Name: Francis Thomas Murphy. 
Date and place of birth: October 7, 1913, New Haven, Conn. 
Education: Connecticut State College, 1931-34. 
Experience: 
wae and equipment engineer, Work Projects Administration, 
Lieutenant Colonel, United States Army, 1942-46 
Assistant director, Division, Office of Foreign Liquidation, Department of 
State, June 1946—March 1947. 
oe Movable Goods Division, Department of State, March 1947—June 
1947. 
Area Director and Deputy Commissioner, June 1947—July 1949. 
Assistant Chief, Division of Economic Property Policy, Department of State, 
July 1949-October 1949. 
Chief, Lend-Lease and Surplus Property Staff, Department of State, October 
1949 to present. 
Military: Lieutenant Colonel, United States Army, 1942-46. 


Name: Lehman P. Nickell. 
Date and place of birth: 1898, Minitor, W. Va. 
Education: University of Virginia—B. 8. 1924; M. 8. 1925; Ph. D 1927, ° 
Experience: . 
Instructor in economics, University of Virginia, 1924-27 Economist and 
business specialist, 1927-35. 
Assistant Executive Secretary and Chief Examiner, Department of Com- 
merce, 1935-38. 
Chief of section, 1938-40, United States Maritime Commission. 
Assistant Director of Division of Economics and Statistics, 1940-42, United 
States Maritime Commission. 
Director of Vessel Activities and Records, 1946-47, United States Maritime 
Commission. 
Director, Division of Statistics and Research, War Shipping Administration, 
1942-46. 
Department of State, adviser on shipping, June 30, 1947. 
Present position: Assistant chief, Shipping Policy Staff. 


Name: Albert F. Nufer. 
Date and place of birth: October 21, 1894, New York, N. Y. 
Education: 
Buurmann’s Institute, Bremen, Germany. 
Business school in Germany. 
Experience: 
English correspondent in Germany 1910. 
Clerk, American consulates at Bremen and Barmen, 1910-16. 
Vice consul at Erfurt, 1916-17. 
Vice consul at Cienfuegos, 1917-19. 
Partner and executive in business firms in Cienfuegos, 1919-28. 
Trade Commissioner at Mexico City, July 1928-November 1928, 
Assistant Commercial Attorney at Mexico City, November 1928—February 
1930. 
Assistant commercial attorney at Habana, February 1930—June 1932. 
Commercial attorney in Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, 1934-35. 
Commercial attorney at Madrid and Habana, February 1935—July 1939. 
Consul and secretary, Foreign Service, July 1939-November 1942. 
Counsel of Embassy for Economie Affairs at Habana, November 1942—April 
1947, 
American Ambassador and Plenipotentiary to El Salvador, April 1947—July 
1949, ‘ 
United States Representative, Inter-American Economic and Social Council, 
July 1949-August 1949. 
Present position, Director, Office of Middle American Affairs—August_1949 
to present. 
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Name: Leonard H. Price. 
Date and place of birth: July 17, 1906, Washington, D. C. 
Education: 
George Washington University—A. B. 1933; LL. B., 1935. 
Georgetown University Law School, graduate work, 1935-36. 
Experience: 
Fingerprint classifier, Department of Justice, 1928-30. 
Divisional Assistant 1930-41, Assistant Chief of Division of Controls, 
March—October 1941, Department of State. 
Assistant Chief, Office of Exports, Board of Economic Warfare, 1941-42. 
Senior Economic Analyst in the Foreign Service Auxiliary and assigned at 
Santiago, August 17, 1942. 
Assistant Chief, Division of Foreign Service Administration, Department of 
State, December 10, 1945. 
Political economist, November 3, 1946, Department of State. 
Assistant Chief, Division of Caribbean Affairs, October 31, 1948, Department 
of State. 
Officer in Charge of Caribbean Affairs, October 3, 1949. 
Present position: Foreign Affairs Officer, International Securities Affairs; 


Name: William Manning Rountree. 
Date and place of birth: March 28, 1917, Swainsboro, Ga. 
Education: 
Technological High School, Atlanta. 
Columbus University, Washington, D. C., LL. B., 1941. 
Experience: 
With United States Department of State since 1942. 
Clerk, accountant and auditor, Treasury Department, 1935-41. 
Budget officer and assistant, Office of Lend-Lease Administration, 1941-42. 
General assistant to the United States representative on Middle East 
supply center, Cairo, 1942-46. 
Special assistant to Director, Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs, 
Department of State, 1946—48. 
Acting Deputy Coordinator, Aid to Greece and Turkey, 1948. 
Special Assistant to Ambassador at Athens, 1948-49. 
Deputy Director, Office of Greek, Turkish, and Iranian Affairs, 1949-50. 
Acting Director and Director, Greek-Turkish and Iranian Affairs, 1950 to 
resent. 
pdadiaiaiantive officer, Anglo-American Commission of Inquiry, 1946. 
Adviser, United States Delegation to Fifth Session of the North Atlantic 
Council, New York, 1950. 
Member of: Foreign Service Association. 


Name: Rubottom, Roy Richard, Jr. 
Date and place of birth: February 13, 1912, Brownwood, Tex. 
Education: 
Southern Methodist University—B. S. 1932. 
Southern Methodist University—M, A. 1933. 
University of Texas, 1938-41. 
Experience: 
Salesman for oil company, 1935-37. 
Assistant dean, University of Texas, 1937-41. 
Commander, United States Navy, 1941-46. 
Vice president of bank, 1946-47. 
Appointed Foreign Service officer, April 10, 1947. 
Secretary and consul at Bogoté, May 1947—-December 1949. 
Officer in charge of Mexican affairs, 1950 to present. 
Military: Commander, United States Navy, overseas service, 1941-46, 


Name: Joseph W. Scott. 
Date and place of birth: September 15, 1911, Houston, Tex. 
Education: 
University of Texas—B. A. 1932. 
University of Virginia—M. A. 1933. 
Carnegie fellow, London School of Economics and Political Science, certified, 
1937. 
Columbia University, 1937-38. 
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Experience: 
Trainee of oil company, 1938-39. 
Instructor, Columbia University, 1939-40, Brooklyn College, 1940-41. 
Research Associate, Foreign Policy Association, 1941. 
— of State, appointed assistant on ‘intemal security, March 10, 

1946 

Specialist on internal security affairs, October 5, 1947, Department of State. 
Foreign affairs specialist, Department of State, Fe »bruary 21, 1949. 

Present position: Officer in Charge, Swiss-Benelux Affairs. 

Military: United States Navy, 1941-45, lieutenant commander. 


Name: John Marshall Leddy. 
Date and place of birth: June 29, 1914, Chicago II. 
Education: 
Ida M. Fisher High School (Miami Beach, Fla.), graduate. 
Georgetown University, B. S. (Foreign Service), 1941. 
I} ree 
With United States Department of State since 1941. 
Under Clerk: Home Owners Loan Corporation, 1934—37. 
a Chief, Division of Economic Information, Pan American Union, 
1937-41. 
Divisional Assistant, Division of Commercial Treaties and Agreements, 
Department of State, 1941. 
Assistant Adviser on Commercial Policy, 1945. 
Adviser on General Commercial Policy, Division of Commercial Policy, 1945. 
Adviser, Division of Commercial Policy, 1947. 
Acting Associate Chief, Division of United Nations Economic and Social 
Affairs, 1948. 
Acting Chief, Division of United Nations Economic and Social Affairs, 1949. 
Deputy Director, Office of International Trade Policy, 1949. 
Present position: 
Acting Director, Office of Economic Defense and Trade Policy. 
Vice Chairman, U. 8S. Delegation Second Sessions, Contracting Parties to the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, Geneva, 1948. 


Name: Conrad E. Snow—Chairman, Loyalty Security Board. 
Date and place of birth: 
August 6, 1889, New Hampshire. 
Son of Leslie P. Snow, president of New Hampshire Senate, 1919-20; justice, 
New Hampshire Supreme Court, 1920-31. 
Education: 
Dartmouth College—A. B. 1912. 
Majored in economics. 
Magna cum Jaude and Phi Beta Kappa. 
Oxford University—B. A. 1915; M. A. 1929. 
Honor Schoo! of Modern History. 
Rhodes scholar. 
Harvard Law School—LL. B. 1917 
Editor, Harvard Law Review 
Ames Prize 
Experience— Professior al attainments: 
General practice of law, 21 years in New Hampshire 
Active trial attorney in State and Federal courts. 
Senior partner or sole attorney—19 years. 
Martindale-Hubbell Rating—AVIG. 
New Hampshire Bar Association—Secretary-Treasurer (10 years) 
American Bar Association. 
Member House of Delegates (5 years). 
Section of International and Comparative law. 
American Law Institute. 
Compiled ‘‘New Hampshire Annotations of Restatement of Law of 
Contracts.” 
American Judicature Society— Director (5 years). 
Federal Bar Association. 
American Society of International Law. 
Rochester Trust Co.— Director (12 years). 
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Public Offices: 
New Hampshire Legislature, 1929-30—Chairman, Judiciary Committee. 
New Hampshire Constitutional Convention, 1930—Chairman, Judiciary 
Committee. 
Devartment of ae 1946 (August 22)—date—Assistant Legal Adviser for 
Political Affairs, P-8 
Militarv: 
First lieutenant to captain, 1917-19—Personnel adjutant, Fourth Field 
Artillery Brigade, AEF. 
Lieutenant colonel to brigadier general, 1940—46—Director, Legal Division, 
Office of Chief Signal Officer, 1941-45. 
Officer in charge of clemency, OU SW. 
Legion of Merit, 1945. 


Name: Spalding, Hobart A. 
Date and place of birth: June 24, 1911, Villanov a, Pa. 
Education: 
Harvard College, A. B., 1930-34. 
Harvard Law School, 1935-39. 
Columbia University, 1939-42. 
Experience: 
Public relations work, December 1941—Janugry 1942. 
Special War Policies Unit, Department of Justice, August 1942-July 1943. 
Senior French Editor and Assistant Chief, Overseas Branch, Office of War 
Information, July 1943—September 1944. 
Senior Field Representative, Office of, War Information, September 1944- 
December 1945. 
Intelligence Officer, Central Intelligence Agency, November 1946-January 
1950. 
Intelligence Research Officer, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Inter- 
American Affairs, Department of State, January 1950 to present. 


Name: Swihart, James Wilbur. 
Date of place of birth: April 13, 1916, Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Education: 
Institut Sillig, Switzerland, 1928-31. 
Phillips Academy graduate. 
Yale University, A. B., 1939. 
Experience: 
Trainee in bank, 1939-42. 
Divisional Assistant, Department of State, February 1942—January 1943. 
Assistant Chief, Division of World Trade Intelligence, July 1948—October 
1944. 
Economic Analyst, Foreign Service Auxiliary, Brussels, October 1944—July 
1945. 
Information and Liaison Officer, Division of Public Liaison, Department of 
State, July 1945—July 1946. 
Special Assistant to Director, Office of Public Affairs, July 1946—October 1949. 
International Relations Officer, Office of Regional European Affairs, Depart- 
ment of State, October 1949 to present. 


Name: Truehart, William Clyde. 
Date and place of birth: December 18, 1918, Chester, Va. 
Education: 
University of Virginia, B. S. 1939. 
University of Virginia, M. A. 1941. 
Experience: 
Analyst, Navy Department, 1942-43. 
Captain, United States Army, 1943-46. 
War Department, 1946-47. 
Atomic Energy Commission, 1947-49, 
Foreign Affairs Specialist, Department of State, September 1949-March 1950. 
Intelligence Staff Officer, March 1950 to present, Office of Special Assistant 
for Intelligence. 
Military: Captain, United States Army, 1943-46. 
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Name: John William Sipes. 
Date and place of birth: October 29, 1919, Washington, D. C. 
Education: 
George Washington University, A. A. and A. B. (political science), 1941. 
George Washington Law School, 1942. 
Georgetown Law School, LL. B., 1949 (Georgetown Law Journal, editor). 
George Washington Law School, graduate work, 1950. 
Experience: 
Executive Office of the President, Office of Government Reports, personnel 
assistant, 1940—42. 
Department of State, Division of Departmental Personnel, recruiting and 
placement officer, 1945-46. 
Office of the Secretary, Executive Secretariat, foreign affairs specialist, 
1946-48. 
Office of the Counselor, legislative assistant, 1948-49. 
Office of Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations, legislative attorney, 
1949-50. 
Member of Loyalty Security Board, 1949-50. 
Office of Personnel, special assistant, assigned as legal officer, Loyalty Security 
Board, 1950 to date. 
Military: 
Lieutenant USNR, 1942-45, assigned to Vice Chief Naval Operations; Com- 
mander, North Pacific Forces; and NAS, Moffat Field, Calif. 
Memberships: 
Phi Delta Phi (legal fraternity). 
Pi Gamma Nu (honorary social science). 
United States Naval Reserve. 
District of Columbia Bar. 


Name: White, William Lloyd. 
Date of place of birth: April 25, 1897, Fowler, Ind. 
Education: ; 
University of Illinois, A. B. 1922, 
Yale University, M. A. 1926. 
Western Reserve University, graduate work, 1927-28. 
Experience: 
United States Navy, 1918. 
Editor for newspaper, 1922-25 and 1931-45. 
Public relations director, Machinists’ Association, 1945-47. 
Expert consultant, Department of Army, 1948-49. 
Appointed Foreign Service Reserve officer, May 1949. 
Attaché-at Berlin, May—November 1949. 
Labor economist, Laber Division, Office of Labor Affairs, at Frankfort on 
the Main, November 1949 to present. 
Military: United States Navy, 1918. 


Name: Theodore C. Achilles. 
Date and place of birth: December 29, 1905, Rochester, N. Y. 
Education: 
Stanford University, B. A., 1925. 
Yale University, 1926-28. 
Experience: 

Newspaper work, 1926-28. 

Foreign Service officer, 1930-31; vice consul of career and secretary in diplo- 
matic service, 1931-32; vice consul at Habana, 1932-33; Foreign Service 
school, 1933; Vice consul at Rome, 1933-35. 

Department of State, 1935-39. 

Third secretary, London, 1939-40. 

Chargé d’ affaires near Governments of Poland, Belgium, Norway, and the 
Netherlands, 1940-41. 

Department of State, 1941-44; Assistant Chief, Division of British Common- 
wealth Affairs, 1944; Chief, 1944—45. 

First secretary and consul, London, 1945-46. 

First secretary and consul, Brussels, 1946-47. 

Department of State, 1947-50; Director of Western European Affairs; 
Director, Planning Staff, Bureau of European Affairs. 

Present position: United States Vice Deputy on North Atlantic Council, London, 
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Name: Willard Foster Barber. 
Date and place of birth: March 21, 1909, Mitchell, 8. Dak. 
Education: 
Riverside Junior College, California, 1924-25. 
State University of New Mexico, 1925-27. 
Stanford University, B. A., M. A., 1927-29. 
Columbia University, 1930-33. 
Experience: 
Clerk, Chase National Bank, 1929-33. 
Tutor and instructor, City College of New York, 1932-38, 
Department of State, divisional assistant, Division of American Republics 
1938-43; senior divisional assistant, 1943-44. 
Department of State, Division of Finance and Monetary Affairs, Assistant 
Chief, 1944—45. 
Assistant Chief, Division of Caribbean and Central American Affairs, 1945: 
Acting Chief, 1945-46; Chief, 1946-48. 
Division of Central American and Panama Affairs, Chief, 1948-49. 
National War College, 1947-48. 
Alternate member, Loyalty Security Board, 1948. 
Deputy Secretary to Assistant Secretary for Inter-American Affairs, 1949-50 
Present position: Counselor of Embassy, political officer, Lima, Peru. 


Name: Maynard Bertram Barnes. 
Date and place of birth: June 28, 1897, LeRoy, Minn. 


Education: 
Tilford Academy (high school). Grinnell College, A. B., 1919. 
Experience: 


Foreign Service: Patras, Greece, 1919-21; Smyrna, 1921-22; detail to Ameri- 
can High Commission at Constantinople, 1922-23; Angora, Turkey, 1924; 
consul, St. Gall, 1925; Berlin, 1926. 

Department of State, 1926-30. 

Foreign Service: Sofia, 1930-32. 

Department of State, 1934; Assistant Chief, Division of Near Eastern Affairs, 
1934-35. 3 

Foreign Service: Paris, 1937-41; Revkjavik, 1941-42; consul general, Brazza- 
ville, 1942; consul at Dakar, 1942-44. 

Detailed, stoff of United States political adviser to supreme Allied eommander, 
Mediterranean theater, 1944. 

United States Representative in Bulgaria, 1944—47. 

Department of State, 1947-49. 

Present position: Resigned, November 30, 1949. 


Name: John Oscar Bell. 
Date and place of birth: October 4, 1912, Manila, Philippine Islands (of American 
parents). 
Education: 
Business School, George Washington University, B. 8., 1934, J. D., 1939. 
Member of bar of District of Columbia. 
Experience: 
Department of Agriculture, 1929-31. 
Department of State, clerk, 1931-38; technical assistant (legal), 1938-39; 
administrative assistant, 1939-41; divisional assistant, 1941—43. 
Administrative officer and Chief of Air Priority Section, Division of In- 
ternational Communications, 1943-44; divisional assistant, 1944-46. 
Chief, Air Transport Section, Division of Aviation, 1946. 
Assistant Chief, Division of Aviation, 1946-47; Associate Chief, 1947-48 ; 
Chief, 1948. 
Associate Chief, Division of Northern European Affairs, 1948-49. 
Assistant Director, Mutual Defense Assistance Program, 1949-50. 
Present position: Economic officer, counselor, Copenhagen, Denmark: 


Name: James Lampton Berry. 
Date and place of birth: May 10, 1908, Mississippi. 
Education: 
University of Mississippi, B. A., 1929. 
University of Mississippi, M. A., 1931. 
University of Illinois, 1931-32. 
Yale University, 1932-34. 
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Experience: 

Department of State, 1934. 

Foreign Service: Durban, 1934-36; Johannesburg, 1936; Lourenco Marques, 
1936-37; Lourenco Marques, 1937-40; Port Elizabeth, Capetown and 
Durban; Calcutta, 1940-41; secretary to Commission of United States, 
New Delhi, 1941-42; secretary of the American Mission, New Delhi, 
1942-44; Army and Navy Staff College (training), 1944-45. 

Department of State, 1945: Acting Assistant Chief, Division of Middle 
Eastern Affairs; Assistant Chief, 1946; special assistant to the Director, 
Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs, 1947. 

Present position: Member of policy planning staff and foreign affairs specialist. 


° . 4 
Name: Richard Francis Cook. 


Date and place of birth: July 27, 1906, Washington, D. C. 
Education: 
High-school graduate. 
Business-school graduate. 
National University—A. B., 1937. 
American University—graduate work, 1936-39. 
Certified public accountant, 1931-33. 
Experience: 
Lecturer in business college, 1936—40. 
Special lecturer, Catholic University, 1938-41. 
Comptroller, Agriculture Adjustment Administration, 1933-38. 
Chief of Procedure Division and Branch Manager, Department of Agricul- 
ture, 1938-42. 
Executive Assistant, War Department, 1942-43. 
Appropriation executive officer. Transport and Communications Policy, 
Be artment of State, 1946. 
Member, Efficiency Rating Committee, 1946-47. 
Assistant Director, Office of Transport and Communications, 1946. 
Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary of State for Transportation and 
Communications, 1947. 
Member of board of appeals, 1947. 
Deputy Director, Office of Educational Exchange, 1949. 
Economic Stabilization Administration, 1950 to present. 
Military: Lieutenant, United States Navy, 1943—46. 


Name: Herbert Peck Fales 
Date and place of birth: October 29, 1904, Detroit, Mich. 
Education: 
Princeton University, 1923-25. 
Pomona College—B. A. 1928. 
Oxford University—B. A. and M. A. 1937. 
Experience: 
United States Naval Observatory Eclipse Expedition, South Pacific, 1939. 
Assistant cashier in national bank, 1932. 
Appointed Foreign Service officer, July 1937. 
Vice consul at Berlin, July 1937—-January 1938. 
Foreign Service school, January-June 1938. 
Vice consul at Vienna, July 1938-July 1944. 
Second secretary and vice consul at London, October 1944—July 1945. 
Consul and second secretary at London, July 1945—-November 1946. 
To the Department, November 1946—January 1947. 
Assistant Chief, Division of British Commonwealth Affairs, January 1947-48. 
Chairman, United States Representatives, United States-United Kingdom 
Consular treaty negotiations, 1948. 
Detailed to National War College, August 1949. 
Presently. employed, Economic officer, Bonn, Germany. 


Name: Henry Holcombe Ford. 
Date and place of birth: January 22, 1913, Johnson City, Tenn. 
Education: 
Benjamin Franklin University——-B. A. 1940. 
American University—1940—43. 
Experience: 
Assistant Section Chief, Treasury Department, 1936—40. 
Administrative analyst, War Department, 1940-42. 








950 STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


Experience—Continued 

Lieutenant Colonel, United States Army, 1942-46. 

Organization and procedures analyst, War Department, 1946-47. 

Administrative analyst, Department of State, 1947-48. 

Management analyst, Department of State, 1948-May. 1949. 

Chief of Geographic Program Branch, Division of Budget, Department of 

State, May—July 1949. 

Management consultant, July—October 1949. 

Chief, Division of Budget, October 1949—November 1951. 

Executive Director, Near Eastern Affairs, November 1951 to present. 
Military: Lieutenant colonel, United States Army. 


Name: Alton L. Gillikin. 
Date and place of birth: May 3, 1904, adios N.C, 
Education: 
Reidsville High School graduate. 
University of North Carolina, 1923-27. 
Experience: 
Regional head, Rural Electrification Administration, 1937-42. 
Management consultant, War Production Board, 1942-45. 
Deputy Assistant Administrator, Foreign Economic Administration, 1945, 
Department of State, Deputy Assistant Administrator, CAF—14, October 20, 
1945. 
Management consultant, March 10, 1946. 
Executive officer, Office of Transport and Communications, September 8, 
1946. 
GS-14, October 30, 1949. 
na position: Special assistant, Office of Transport and Communications 
olicy. 





Name: Oron James Hale. 
Date and place of birth: July 29, 1902, Goldendale, Wash. 
Education: 
University of Washington, 1921—25-—-A. B. 
University of Pennsylvania, 1926-29—-Ph. D. and M. A. 
Army staff schools, 1943-47. 
Experience: 
Assistant professor and associate professor, University of Virginia, 1929-42. 
Military Intelligence Division, United States Army, December 1942-Sep- 
tember 1946. 
Professor of European history, University of Virginia, September 1946- 
September 1950. 
Deputy Land Commissioner, Office of the Land Commissioner, Bavaria, 
HICOG, Bonn, Germany, September 1950 to present. 
Military: Military Intelligence Division, United States Army, December 1942- 
September 1946. 


Name: Henry Hagans Kelly. 
Date and place of birth: August 27, 1897, Bloomfield, Ohio. 
Education: University of Pittsburgh, 1914-15, 1920-21. 
Experience: 
With the Department of State since July 10, 1947. 
United States Army 1918-19; overseas service. 
United States automotive trade commissioner to Europe, Department of 
Commerce, 1925-28. 
Export representative with motor company 1928-30. 
Assistant Chief of Division, Department of Agriculture, 1930-35. 
Chief of Safety Section, Interstate Commerce Commission 1935-41. 
Chief of Section, 1941-42, Director of Materials and Equipment Division, 
1942-45, Office of Defense Transportation. 
American "Regional Director, European Central Inland Transport Organi- 
zation,1945-47. 
Appointed Assistant Director, Office of Transport and Communications, P-8, 
in the Department of State, July 10, 1947. 
United States delegate, Third ‘Inter-American Travel C ongress, San Carlos de 
Bariloche, 1949. 
Chairman, United States delegation, UN Conference on Road and Motor 
Transport, Geneva, 1949. 
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Experience—Continued 
Chief, Inland Transport Policy Staff, October 3, 1949. 
GS-15, October 20, 1949. 
Present position: Chief, Inland Transport Policy Staff, Office of Transport and 
C mmunications. 


Name: Randolph A. Kidder. 
Date and place of birth: July 6, 1913, Ipswich, Mass. 
Education: 
Harvard University, SB, 1935. 
University of Grenoble, summer 1935. 
l’Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques, 1935-37. 
University of Jena, Germany, summer 1936. 
Experience: 
Vice Consul at Montreal, April 1938—June 1939. 
Foreign Service School, June 1939-—January 1940. 
Vice Consul at Sidney, Australia, January 1940—-Deecember 1940. 
Third Secretary at Canberra, December 1940—March 1942. 
Vice Consul at Sydney, February 1944—July 1944. 
Vice Consul at Para, July 1944—-August 1944. 
Consul at Para, August 1944—May 1945. 
Second Secretary and Consul at Rio de Janeiro, May 1945—April 1949. 
First Secretary and Consul at Rio de Janeiro, April 1949-September 1949. 
Officer in Charge, Brazilian Affairs, Office of South American Affairs, Sep- 
tember 1949 to present. 


Name: Harold G. Kissick. 
Date and place of birth: December 2, 1910, Chillicothe, Mo. 
Edueation: 
Business school graduate. 
George Washington University, 1931-32. 
Washington College of Law, LL. B., 1934. 
Experience: 
With Department of State since 1931. 
Department of Labor, typist, Naturalization Bureau, 1930. 
Appointment clerk in Department of State, May 1, 1931. 
Administrative assistant, June 29, 1937. 
Chief of Service Records and Budget Section, Division of Personnel Super- 
vision and Management, January 27, 1939. 
Assistant to Director of Personnel, January 24, 1941. 
Divisional Assistant (legal), October 1, 1942. 
Assistant Chief of Budget Branch, Division of Budget and Finance, August 
16, 1944. 
Conference Administration Specialist, September 24, 1945. 
Assistant Chief, Division of International Conferences, January 26, 1947 to 
present. 
Member of District of Columbia bar. 


Name: 8. Houston Lay. 
Date and place of birth: January 31, 1912, Virden, Il. 
Education: 
University of Illinois, B. A., 1936; LL. B., 1937. 
Columbia University, LL. M., 1938. 
Experience: 
Librarian in law school, 1935-37, University of Illinois. 
— supervisor in political science department, 1934-37, University of 
llinois. 
Teacher in public school, 1932-34. 
Senior attorney, Department of Agriculture, 1938-46. 
Appointed assistant to the Legal Adviser, Department of State, August 8, 
1946. 
Attorney, Department of State, May 2, 1948. 
Present position: Office of the General Counsel, Office of the High Commissioner 
od Germany, Bonn, Germany. Counsel HICOG Panel, Loyalty Security 
oard. 
Military: United States Navy, 1942-46, lieutenant commander, overseas service. 
Member of bar of Illinois. 
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Name: Belton O’Neal Bryan. 

Date and place of birth: September 8, 1910, Georgetown, 8S. C. (of parents born 
in South Carolina). 

Education: 

Dunean High School, Duncan, 8. C. 

Duke University, Durham, N. C., B. A., 1934. 

The Georgetown "University, WwW ashington, D. C., LL. B 

Experience: 

Employed by Federal Government since November 1933 in Coast and 
Geodetic Survey, General Accounting Office and Department of State. 

Commissioned in the United States Army Reserve in 1939 and entered on 
active duty in October 1941 as second lieutenant. Obtained rank of 
— colonel and subsequently reverted to Reserve status in June 

946. 

Served in Ordnance Department and the Inspector General’s Office. 

Qualified as pistol expert. 

Awarded Defense, Campaign, and Victory Medals and two Army commenda- 
tion ribbons. 

Since leaving military service entered Department of State as executive 
officer to the legal adviser; assistant legal adviser; and special assistant to 
the Deputy Under Secretary of State. 

Present position: Foreign affairs officer. 
Member of: 

Pi Kappa Phi social fraternity. 

Delta Theta Phi legal fraternity. 

District of Columbia bar, 1938. 


Name: Homer M. Byington, Jr. 
Date and place of birth: May 31, 1908, at Naples, Italy (of American parents). 
Education: 
Phillips Academy graduate. 
Yale University, B. A., 1930. 
Experience: 
With United States Department of State since 1930. 
Appointed Foreign Service officer, unclassified, vice consul of career and 
secretary in the diplomatic service, December 16, 1930. 
Served at Habana, Cuba; Naples, Italy; Belgrade, Yugoslavia, attaining 
rank of consul. 
Assigned to Department, April 4, 1941. 
Assistant Chief, Division of Current Information, October 7, 1943, to January 
14, 1944. 
Acting Chief, Division of Current Information, January 15, 1944, to February 
20, 1944. 
Special assistant to the Secretary of State, February 21, 1944. 
Assigned as secretary at Rome, Italy, March 12, 1945, 
Deputy United States political adviser, staff of supreme Allied commander, 
Mediterranean theater, AEF, September 10, 1945. 
Acting United States political adviser, March 5, 1946, to January 29, 1947. 
Counselor of Embassy at Rome, March 26, 1947, to October 6, 1948. 
Counselor of Embassy at Rome, with rank of Minister, October 7, 1948. 
Returned to the Department, April 8, 1949. 
Deputy Director, Office of Western Eurepean Affairs, October 3, 1949. 
Presently serving as Director, Office of Western European Affairs. 


Name: Howard Donovan. 
Date and place of birth: November 12, 1895, Windsor, II. 
Education: 

Yale University, Ph. B., 1920. 

Foreign service-training class of motors export company, 1920-21. 
Experience: 

Appointed vice consul of career of class 3, October 26, 1921. 

Viee ecnsul at Londen, December 14, 1921. 

Class 2, February 26, 1923. 

Class 1, November 23, 1923. 

Vice consul at Rio de Janeiro, February 29, 1924. 

Foreign Service officer, unclassified, July 1, 1924. 

Class 8 and consul, August 8, 1924. 
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Experience—Continued 
Consul at Bahia, October 28, 1925. 
Assigned to the Department, June 26, 1929. 
Consul at Kobe, September 5, 1929. 
Class 7, December 19, 1929. 
Class 6, July 1, 1934. 
Consul at Hong Kong, January 28, 1936. 
Class 5, April 1, 1937. 
Secretary in the diplomatic service, December 1, 1937. 
Consul at Swatow, temporary, August 3, 1938. 
At Hong Kong, September 4, 1938. 
At Bombay and for Portuguese possessions in India, January 7, 1939. 
Class 4, August 1, 1940. 
Class 3, October 20, 1942. 
Class 2, May 16, 1945. 
Consul general, June 15, 1945. 
Consul general at Bombay, June 29, 1945. 
To the Department, July 17, 1946. 
Foreign Service officer of class 2, November 13, 1946. 
Chief, Division of Foreign Service Administration, November 13, 1946. 
Counsellor of Embassy at New Delhi, April 15, 1947. 
Class 1, May 15, 1947. 
Military: United States Army, 1917-18. 
Present position: Foreign Service officer, Central Intelligence Agency, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 


Name: Albert M. Doyle. 
Date and place of birth: September 3, 1892, Chatham, Ontario. 
Education: 
Chatham College Institute. 
University of Toronto, A. B., 1913. 
University of Detroit, LL. B., 1921. 
Experience: 
Newspaper reporter, 1913-14. 
Teacher in high school, 1914-15. 
Real estate agent, 1915-17, 1919-20. 
Assistant probation officer of recorder’s court, 1920-21. 
Appointed vice consul of career of class 3, May 26, 1922. 
Vice consul at Amsterdam, August 28, 1922. 
Class 2, November 23, 1923. 
Class 1, May 10, 1924. 
Foreign Service officer, unclassified, July 1, 1924. 
Class 8 and consul, December 17, 1925. 
Consul at Rotterdam, April 2, 1926. 
At Brisbane, January 21, 1929. 
Class 7, December 19, 1929. 
At Sidney, Australia, December 23, 1930. 
Class 6, July 1, 1934. 
Class 5, April 1, 1937. 
Secretary in the diplomatic service, December 1, 1937. 
Class 4, August 1, 1940. 
Assigned to the Department, September 20, 1941. 
Assistant Chief, American Hemisphere Exports Office, May 28, 1942, to 
January 31, 1943. 
Class 3, October 20, 1942. 
Assistant Chief, Division of Exports and Requirements, February 1, to 
November 6, 1943. 
Consul at Amsterdam, October 26, 1944. 
Consul general, December 7, 1944. 
Consul general at Amsterdam, December 29, 1944. 
Class 2, May 16, 1945. 
Foreign Service officer of class 2, November 13, 1946. 
Tothe Department, September 25, 1947. 
Foreign Service inspector with rank of counsellor, February 7, 1949. 
Class 1, April 21, 1949. 
Present position: Office of the General Counsel, Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, Bonn, Germany. 
Military: United States Army, 1917-19, second lieutenant. 
Member of: Bar of Michigan. 
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Name: John Bernard Faust. 
Date and place of birth: Allendale, 8. C., September 18, 1898. 
Education: 
Clemson Agricultural College, B. 8., 1918. 
Georgetown University School of Foreign Service, 1925-26. 
Experience: 
Chemical engineering work in Chile and United States, 1918-26. 
Foreign Service officer, May 28, 1926. 
Vice consul of career, June 15, 1926. 
Vice consul at Buenos Aires, April 25, 1927. 
Vice consul at Asuncion, November 7, 1928. 
Secretary in the diplomatic service, November 7, 1928. 
Third secretary at Asuncion in addition to duties as vice consul, November 
20, 1928. 
Vice consul at Berlin, March 30, 1931 (canceled). 
Vice consul at Paris, December 30, 1931. 
Vice consul at Lisbon, November 11, 1933. 
Consul, January 22, 1935. 
Consul at Lisbon, January 24, 1935. 
Consul at Santiago, Chile, August 7, 1935. 
Second secretary and consul at Tegucigalpa, July 16, 1942. 
Consul at La Ceiba, temporary, March 5, 1945. 
First secretary at Tegucigalpa in addition to duties as consul, April 15, 1946. 
Second secretary and consul at Beirut, April 15, 1947. 
First secretary at Beirut in addition to duties as consul, October 7, 1947. 
Department of State, March 15, 1950. 
Retired August 31, 1951. 


Name: Sam P. Gilstrap. 
Date and place of birth: Chandler, Okla., May 1, 1907. 
Education: 
Oklahoma Agriculture and Mechanical College, B. S., 1930. 
Cumberland University, LL. B., 1931. 
Member of Bar of Oklahoma. 
Experience: 
Attorney, 1931. 
Assistant director of finance, Works Progress Administration, 1935-36. 
Director of finance and accounts, 1936-39, Administrator 1939-42. 
National Youth Administration, 1942-44. 
Executive officer, Office of War Information, 1942-44. 
Administrator, Office of Price Administration, 1944-47. 
Appointed Foreign Service Staff officer of class 3 and assigned to the Depart- 
ment, June 27, 1947. 
Attaché at Cairo, July 9, 1947. 
Class 2, June 26, 1949. 
To Department, April 41, 1950. 
Class 1, May 28, 1950. 
At Frankfort on the Main, September 13, 1950. 
Deputy executive secretary at Frankfort on the Main, September 17, 1950. 


Name: John B. Holt. 

Date and place of birth: Evanston, Ill., December 25, 1909. 

Education: Schools in Switzerland; University of Chicago, Ph. B, 1931; Uni- 
versity of Berlin, 1931; University of Marburg, Germany, 1932; University of 
Heidelberg, Ph. D. 1936; Columbia University, M. A. 1945. 

Experience: ° 

Research assistant, assistant to field supervisor, regional sociologist, 1938-40, 
Department of Agriculture. 

Associate professor of sociology, College of William and Mary, 1936-38. 

Professor of sociology, University of Maryland, 1940-43. 

Chief of collective-bargaining section, Manpower Division, Office of Military 
Government in Germany, 1946-48. 

Appointed Foreign Service officer of class 4, consul of career, and secretary 
in the Diplomatic Service, February 12, 1948. 

Foreign Service officer aé Berlin, April 3, 1948. 

To Soviet sector branch, Political Affairs Division, Berlin element, October 
16, 1949. 

Military: United States Navy, 1943-46, lieutenant, overseas service. 
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Name: John W. Jago. 
Date and place of birth: 
January 8, 1906; Bloemfontein, Orange Free State, Union of South Africa. 
Naturalized before United States court, San Francisco, Calif., October 4, 
1937—Certificate No. 4162701. 
Education: King George High School graduate; Queens University, Kingston, 
Canada, A. C., B. A, 1928; University of California, miscellaneous courses, 1930. 
Experience: 
With Department of State since 1947. 
Assistant branch manager, Royal Bank of Canada, Vancouver, British 
Columbia, 1923-29. 
Assistant manager, Pacific States Savings & Loan Co., San Francisco, Calif., 
January 1929— January 1935. 
Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, San Francisco, Calif., and Washington, 
D. C., special representative, January 1935-October 1941. 
Chief of Field Operations, Central Administration: Se rvice, Office for Emer- 
gency Management, October 1941—September 1943. 
Regional executive officer, Office of War Information, New York regional 
office, September 1943—Julv 1945. 
Deputy Chief of Mission for Finance and Administration, UNRRA, Athens, 
ireece. 
Regional administrative officer, Office of Departmental Administration, 
Department of State, New York City, January—May 1947. 
Financial and administrative director, American mission to Greece, Athens, 
Greece, May—October 1947. 
Appointed Foreign Service staff officer at Athens, Greece, October 15, 1947- 
July 1949. 
Retured to Department July 6, 1949—executive director, Bureau of Near 
Fastern, South Asian, and African Affairs—to January 1952, 
Director, technical cooperation, Tripoli, Libya, January 1952. 


Name: J. Jefferson Jones 3d. 
Date and place of birth: Newbern, Tenn., March 1916. 
Education: 
Central High School graduate. 
Universidad Nacional de Mexico, summer 1937. 
Georgetown University, B. S. (foreign service) 1939. 
Tutors in French and Spanish. 
Experience: 
Supervisor of Record Unit, Resettlement Administration, 1935-39. 
Appointed Foreign Service officer unclassified, vice consul of career, and 
secretary in the diplomatic service, March 20, 1941. 
Vice consul at Mexico City, March 27, 1941. 
Third secretary at Mexico City, November 1, 1941. 
Vice consul at Puerto de la Cruz, March 30, 1942. 
Third secretary and vice consul at Wellington, August 21, 1943. 
Class 8, August 13, 1945. 
Vice consul at Bombay, January 14, 1946. 
Vice consul for Portuguese possessions in India, August 2, 1946. 
Foreign Service officer of class 5, November 13, 1946. 
Second secretary at New Delhi in addition to duties as vice consul, April 10, 
1947. 
Class 4 and consul, May 15, 1947. 
Consul at New Delhi in addition to duties as second secretary, June 2, 1947. 
Detailed to University of Pennsylvania for Hindustani language and area 
study, July 1947. 
Second secretary and consul at Katmandu, February 26, 1948. 
Class 3 and first secretary at New Delhi and Katmandu in addition to duties 
as consul, April 21, 1949. 
To the Depart ment, January 23, 1950. 
Deputy Director, Office of Dependent Area Affairs, June 1, 1950. 
Present position: Assigned to Moscow, April 1952. 
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Name: Philip Leland Kelser. 
Date and place of birth: November 12, 1900, Mount Vernon, Ohio. 
Education: Mount Vernon High School graduate; Oberlin College, A. B. 1922. 
Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration, M. B. A, 1924. 
Experience: 
With United States Department of State since 1949. 
Assistant treas ‘rer, Bank of New York, and Fifth Avenue Bank, 1924-36. 
Assistant vice president, Bank of the Manhattan Co., 1936-42. 
Chief, South African Section, Office of Lend-Lease Administration, 1943, 
Chief, British Dominions Division, Foreign Economic Administration 
1943-45. 
Chief, British Dominions Division, Office of Foreign Liquidation Commis- 
sioner, 1946-47. 
President, Pepsi-Cola Bottling Co., 1947—49. 
Officer in charge, Economic Affairs, Office of South Asian Affairs, 1949 to 
present. 
Member of: 
Oberlin College Alumni Board. 
Oberlin College Class Presidents Council, chairman. 
Oberlin College, class of 1922, president. 
Harvard Club of New York, Muncie Club and Delaware Country Club, 
Muncie, Ind. 


Name: Arthur A. Kimball. 
Date and place of birth: August 22, 1908, Washington, D. C. 
Education: 
Western High School graduate. 
George Washington University A. B. 1931, LL. B. 1933. ] 
Experience: ] 
Economist, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, 1928-34, ] 
Assistant Deputy Administrator, National Recovery Administration, 1934-36. 
Chief, Fiscal Standards, Bureau of Employment Security, Federal Securit y 
Agency, 1936-42. 
Industrial Relations Consultant, Veterans’ Administration, 1946-47. ] 
Special assistant to the Assistant Secretary for Administration, Department 
of State, CAF-15, May 22,. 1947. 
GS-15, October 30, 1949. 
eee Director, Bureau of German Affairs, November 1, 1949-March 
15, 1952. 
Assistant Administrator for Management, International Information Admin- 
istration, March 16, 1952—IIA. 
Member of: Bar of District of Columbia and Maryland. 
Military: United States Army, 1942-46, colonel, overseas service. 


Name: Allen B. Moreland. 
Date and place of birth: November 7, 1911, Dawson, Ga. 
Education: 
University of Florida—B. S. 1938. 
Harvard University—M. A., 1942. 
Columbia University—Ph. D. 1944. 
Georgetown University Law School—LL. B. 1946. 
Experience: 
Administrative assistant, Armour & Co., 1932-33. 
Chief deputy assessor, State and county tax assessor, Jacksonville, Fila., 


1931-41, 
Instructor, Jacksonville Junior College, 1938-40. 
Assistant in Research, Harvard Bureau of Municipal Research, 1940. ] 


Foreign Affairs Specialist, Department of State, 1947-48. 

Legislative Assistant, Department of State, 1948-49. 

Congressional liaison officer (House), Department of State, 1949. 

Former legal counsel, Loyalty Security Board, Department ‘of State, 1947-50. ] 
Present position: Foreign Affairs Officer in Office of Congressional Relations. 
Military: United States Navy, 1941-46, commander. 


Name: Brewster Hillard Morris. 
Date and place of birth: Bryn Mawr, Pa., February 7, 1909. 


Education: 
Montgomery School eer 
Haverford College—B. 1930. 


Oxford University—B. i 1932; B. Litt. 1933. 
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Experience: 

Investment analyst, 1934-36. 

Appointed Foreign Service officer unclassified, vice consul of career, and 
secretary in the Diplomatic Service, November 16, 1936. 

Vice consul at Montreal, November 23, 1936. 

Foreign Service School, January 19, 1938. 

Vice consul at Vienna, June 29, 1938; at Dresden, October 16, 1939; at Berlin, 
August 31, 1940. 

Third Secretary at Berlin, November 16, 1940. 

Relieved of duties as vice consul, July 15, 1941. 

Third secretary and vice consul at Stockholm, December 9, 1941 (cancelled). 

Class 8, February 1, 1942. 

Third secretary and vice consul at Stockholm, May 14, 1942. 

Class 7, November 16, 1943. 

Second secretary at Stockholm in addition to duties, as vice consul, May 1, 
1944. 

To the Department, July 14, 1944. 

Secretary of mission, Office of United States Political Adviser on German 
Affairs, Supreme Headquarters, A. E. F., December 8, 1944. 

Class 5, May 16, 1945. 

Foreign Service officer of class 4, November 13, 1946. 

Class 3, May 15, 1947. 

Consul, July 21, 1947. 

First secretary and consul at Moscow, May 17, 1948; eounselor of Embassy, 
September 6, 1949. 

Foreign Service officer at Frankfort on the Main, December 6, 1949. 


Name: Avery F. Peterson. 
Date and place of birth: August 2, 1906, Boise, Idaho. 
Education: 
Boise High School graduate. 
Business college graduate. 
Georgetown University—B. 8., 1929. 
Experience: 
Salesman, 1926-27. 
Advertising work with trade association, 1927-30. 
Apeee assistant to trade commissioner at Toronto, 1930, at Ottawa, 
1933. 
Trade commissioner at Ottawa, 1938. 
Consul and secretary in the Diplomatic Service, 1939. 
Second secretary and consul at Ottawa, 1939, at London, 1942-45. 
First secretary and consul at London, 1945. 
Foreign Service officer, 1946. 
First secretary and consul at Stockholm, 1947. 
Consul of Embassy for Economic Affairs at Stockholm, 1948. 
Worked for ECA, 1948-49. 
Detailed to National War College, 1949. 
Officer in Charge of Economic Affairs, Office of Western European Affairs, 
1950. 
Officer in Charge, Dominion Affairs, British Commonwealth and Northern 
European Affairs, 1952. 
Department of State member Permanent Joint Board of Defense, Canada 
and the United States. 





Name: George Hayden Raynor. 
Date and place of birth: August 28, 1906, Brooklyn, N. Y. 
Education: 
University of Alabama—A. B., 1927. 
Harvard Graduate School of Business Administration—M. B. A., 1929. 
Columbia University, 1935-36. 
Experience: ; 
Trainee, Irving Trust Co., New York City, 1929-30. 
Trust administrator, Guaranty Trust Co., New York City, 1931-37. 
Financial secretary of Judith C. Stettinius estate, 1937-39. 
Office of chairman, United States Steel Corp., 1939-40. 
Assistant to Chairman in Charge of Industrial Materials, Advisory Com- 
mittee to the Council of National Defense, 1940-41. 
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Experience—Continued 
Assistant to the Director of Priorities, Office of Production Management 
1941, ; 
Special Assistant to Administrator, Lend-Lease Administration, 1941-43. 
Special Assistant to Under Seeretary of State, Department of State, 1943-44, 
Special Assistant to Secretary of State, 1944-45. 
Special Assistant to Director, Office of European Affairs, Adviser, U. N., 
1945-50. 
Present position: Director, Office of British Commonwealth .and Northern 
European Affairs. 


Name: David Atholl Robertson. 
Date and place of birth: July 2, 1910, Birmingham, Ala. 
Education: University of Alabama—B. 8. 1931; LL. B. 1933, 
Experience: 
Senior utility man, Shell Oil Co., Houston, 1933-40. 
Department of State, 1940-41. 
Petroleum analyst, Board of Economic Warfare, 1941-42. 
Department of State, Chief, Policy Research and Analysis Branch, Petroleum 
Division; Assistant Chief, Petroleum Division, 1945-47. 
Special Assistant to Director, Office of Near Eastern and African Affairs, 
1947; Special Assistant for Economic Affairs, 1947. 
Politico- Military Adviser, Bureau of Near Eastern, South Asian, and African 
Affairs, 1949-50. 
National War College, 1950-51. 
Present position: Political officer, first secretary, Pretoria, Union of South Africa. 
Military: United States Navy, 1942-45, lieutenant commander. 


Name: Darrell St. Claire. 
Date and place of birth: April 20, 1906, Phoenix, Ariz. 
Education: 

University of Arizona—A. B. 1929. 

University of Missouri, 1925-26. 
Experience: 

Newspaper work, 1929-32. 

Secretary to United States Senator, 1932-33. 

Clerk, United States Senate, 1933-41. 

Legislative assistant, Department of State, 1945-48. 

Congressional liaison officer, Department of State, 1948-49. 
Present position: Resigned from the Department, October 18, 1949. 
Military: United States Navy, 1941—45, lieutenant commander. 


Name: William L. Sands, Jr. 
Date and place of birth: April 2, 1916, Manatee, Fla. 
Education: 
Graduate of Lee County High School. 
Florida Southern College—A. B. 1936. 
Columbia University—Summer, 1937-38. 
Georgetown University School of Foreign Service, 1939-40. 
Experience: 
Teacher in elementary schools, 1936-39. 
Research Assistant, Library of Congress, 1940-41. 
Foreign Service officer, vice consul of career and secretarial in the diplo- 
matic service, 1942. 
Vice consul at Corumba, 1942. 
Third Secretary and Vice-Consul at Jidda, 1944. 
Vice consul at Dhahran, 1945. 
Vice consul at Beirut, 1946. 
Second Secretary and Consul at Beirut, 1947. 
International Relations Officer, Department, 1950. 
Political officer—First secretary, Tripoli, Libya, 1951 to present. 
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Name: Walter Kenneth Scott. 
Date and place of birth: June 2, 1915, Landover, Md. 
Education: University of Maryland—B, A. 1937. 
Experience: 
District manager, oil company, 1937-42. 
Chief, Division of Communications and Records, Department of State, 
December 3, 1945. 
Director, Office of Departmental Administration, May 19, 1947. 
Office of Operating Facilities, May 13, 1949. 
Deputy neral Manager, International Information and Educational 
xchange Program, March 1, 1950. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Administration, September 11, 1950. 
Military: United States Army 1942~45; lieutenant colonel, overseas service. 


Name: Robert Lacy Smyth. 
Date and place of birth: Foochow, China, December 18, 1894, of American parents. 
Education: 
Berkeley, Calif. High School uate. 
University of California—A. B. 1917. 
Graduate work 1919-20. 
Experience: 
With Department of State since 1920. 
Student interpreter in China, August 27, 1920. 
Vice consul and interpreter at Chungking, China, January 2, 1923. 
To Hankow, January 26, 1923. 
To Chunking, May 13, 1924. 
To Tientsin, July 1, 1925. 
To Hankow, September 24, 1926. 
To Tientsin, July 20, 1927. 
To Shanghai, May 14, 1930. 
To Nanking, September 19, 1932. 
Assigned to Peiping, as second secretary of legation, August 2, 1934. 
As first secretary, April 26, 1940. 
Assigned to Department, August 21, 1941. 
Assistant Chief, Division of Far Eastern Affairs, September 26, 1941. 
Assigned as consul at Victoria, British Columbia, October 9, 1943. 
Assigned as counselor of Embassy at Chungking, China, January 25, 1945. 
Consul at Tientsin, January 8, 1946; also consul general. 
Consul general at Vancouver, British Columbia, March 22, 1950. 
Detailed to Department, August 7, 1950. 
s Retu:ned to Vancouver as consul general, November 25, 1950, to present. 
Military: 
Ame-.ican field service in France, 1917. 
French Army 1917-19, second lieutenant. 


Name: William Pennell Snow. 
Date and place of birth: July 23, 1907, Bangor, Maine. 
Education: Bowdoin College, 1925-26, 1927-30; Tufts College, 1927. 
Experience: 
Insurance company, 1931-32. 
Clerk, vice consul, and assistant accounting and disbursing officer at Paris, 
1934. 
Foreign Service officer, Paris, 1934-36. 
Foreign Service School, 1936-47. 
Foreign Service: Stockholm, 1937-40; Lima, 1940-43; Lima, 1943-45; San 
Jose, 1945-47; consul, St. John’s, 1947. 
National War College, 1947—48. 
Department of State, Assistant, Chief, Division of British Commonwealth 
Affairs, 1948; Officer in Charge of Dominion Affairs, 1949. 
Counselor of Embassy at Oslo, Deputy Chief of Mission, 1950. 
Present position: Counselor of Embassy, Oslo. 


95515—52—61 
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Name: Arthur Grant Stevens. 
Date and Place of birth: May 23, 1912, Greenwood, Miss. 
Education: 
University of eaters, 1929-31. 
Duke University, A 1934. 
Experience: 
Central Statistical Board, 1935-38. 
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1938-41 ; detailed toJWhite 
ouse (assistant to I. Lubin, economic adviser to the President), 1941-42, 
Munitions Assignments Board, Combined Chiefs of Staff (on detail from 
Department of Labor), 1942- 45, & 63 
Bureau of Budget, 1945-46. 
Department of State, assistant to Assistant Secretary for Economic Affairs; 
xecutive Director, Office of European Affairs; 1946 to present. 
Present Position: Executive Director, Office of European Affairs. 


Name: Fletcher Warren. 
Date and place of birth: March 3, 1896, Wolfe City, Tex. 
Education: University of Texas, A. B. 1921. 
Experience: 
Supervisor of students in Texas School for Deaf, 1921. 
Appointed vice consul of career of class 3, October 26, 1921. 
Vice consul at Habana December 14, 1921. 
Class 2, February 26, 1923. 
Class 1, November 23, 1923. 
Foreign Service officer unclassified, July 1, 1924. 
Class 8 and consul, August 8, 1924. 
To the Department, May 20, 1925. 
Class 7, May 17, 1928. 
Consul at Barranquilla, March 5, 1929. 
Class 6, July 24, 1930. 
Consul at Budapest, March 13, 1931. 
Secretary in the Diplomatic Service, August 3, 1934. 
Foreign Service officer to the Legation at Managua, August 6, 1934. 
Consul and second secretary at Managua, August 15, 1934. 
Class 5, October 1, 1935. 
Consul and second secretary at Riga, December 4, 1936. 
Class 4, January 3, 1938. 
First secretary at Riga in addition to duties as consul, March 19, 1938. 
Consul at Kobe, March 29, 1938 (canceled). 
To the Department, June 16, 1938. 
Executive assistant in office of Assistant Secretary of State, July 5, 19388. 
Executive assistant to Assistant Secretary of State, February 16, 1940. 
Class 3, August 1, 1940. 
Also assistant chief, Division of Foreign Activity Correlation, November 22, 
1940. 
First secretary and consul at Bogota, March 18, 1942 (canceled). 
Counselor of Embassy at Bogot4, June 30, 1942. 
Class 2, July 16, 1943. 
To the Department, October 15, 1943. 
Executive assistant to Assistant Secretary of State, May 1, 1944. 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to Nicaragua, April 6, 1945. 
Foreign Service officer of class of career minister, November 14, 1946. 
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary to Paraguay, April 10, 1947. 
To Department, August 27, 1950; Director, Office of South American Affairs, 
September 1, 1950. 
Ambassador E xtraordinary and Plenipotentiary to Venezuela, October 9, 
1951. 
Present position: Ambassador to Venezuela, October 9, 1951—Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary. 
Military: United States Army, 1918-19. 











Name: Richard Daniel Weigle. 
Date and place of birth: Northfield, Minn., March 9, 1912. 
Education: 

New Haven, Conn., high-school os. 

Yale U niversity, B. A. 1931; M. A. 1987; Ph. D. 1939. 
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Experience: 
Instructor in English, Yale-in-China, Changsha, 1931-33. 
Executive secretary, Yale-in-China Association, 1934-38. 
Instructor and assistant professor of history’ and international relations, 
Carleton College, 1939-42. 
Appointed documents officer in the Department of State, December 10, 1945. 
Administrative officer, Office of Far Eastern Affairs, February 8, 1946. 
Executive officer, December 1, 1946. 
CAF-14, Ma 30, 1948. 
Military: United States Army, 1942-45, captain, overseas service. 


Name: Robert Forbes Woodward. 
Date and place of birth: Minneapolis, Minn., October 1, 1908. 
Education: University of Minnesota, B. A. 1930. 
Experience: 
Manager and editor of printing plant, 1927-30. 
Nee a of career and secretary in the Diplomatic Service, December 17, 
1931. 
Vice consul at Winnipeg, January 12, 1932. 
Foreign Service School, April 22, 1933. 
Vice consul at Buenos Aires, August 28, 1933. 
Vice consul at Asuncion, temporary, September 5, 1935. 
Vice consul at Buenos Aires, November 16, 1935. 
Third secretary at Bogota, June 9, 1936. 
Vice consul at Bogota, June 10, 1936. 
Vice consul at Rio de Janeiro, September 29, 1937. 
Department of State, April 15, 1939. 
Acting Assistant Chief, Division of the American Republics, November 24, 
1941. 
Assistant Chief, Division of the American Republics, July 2, 1942. 
Consul and second secretary at La Paz, Bolivia, September 17, 1942. 
Department of State, June 16, 1944. 
Acting Assistant Chief, Division of North and West Coast Affairs, July 26, 
1944. 
Second secretary at Guatemala, August 2, 1944. 
First Secretary at Guatemala, June 20, 1945. 
Counselor of Embassy at Habana, December 26, 1945. 
Department of State, March 5, 1947. 
Deputy Director, Office of American Republic Affairs, March 20, 1947. 
Detailed to National War College, August 29, 1949. 
Counselor of Embassy at Stockholm, July il, 1950. 
DECEMBER 24, 1945. 
Personal, 
Hon, James F. ByRrngs, 
Secretary of State, Washingion, D. C. 

Dear Jim: You are looking for men of first-rate ability for the State Depart- 
ment, and I want to call to your notice one of the best men I know, Col. Conrad FE. 
Snow, who is now with the War Department but is planning to leave in the next 
few months, 

Snow and I were classmates and intimate friends at the Harvard Law School 
33 years ago. He graduated from Dartmouth with the highest honors, spent 
some years in England as a Rhodes scholar, and graduated from Harvard Law 
School with top honors. He was a captain of field artillery in the last war, serv- 
ing with distinction, and then went back to practice law in New Hampshire. 
In 1940 he came to the War Department at my urgent request and became a 
lieutenant colonel. He was later promoted to colonel and he is to be on the next 
list for, promotion to brigadier general. His work here was in the Signal Corps, 
where he handled all their legal matters and was in the Office of the Chief Signal 
Officer. He was recently transferred to the Office of the Under Secretary, where 
he is in charge of court-martial cases. 

He is one of the best men I know—able, energetic, loval, and with a high sense 
of public duty. He is one of those men to whom you can commit a task and forget 
it, knowing that it will be well done. 

Snow has been out of practice of the law now for more than 5 years. I believe 
that you could get him for the State Department, if you want him, when he retires 
from the Army. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rospertr P. Parrerson, 
Secretary of War. 
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REEMPLOYMENT OF DISCHARGED EMPLOYEE RISKS 
(See also p. 400) 


Mr. Humetsing. Another item is this: Senator Ferguson asked a 
question about whether any one of the 27 people that had been dis- 
charged from the Department on either security or loyalty grounds 
had ever been reemployed in the Department. eu I did not think 
so but that I would investigate. I did investigate and I found that 
one of the individuals has been reemployed. That individual was 
discharged or found to be a security risk. After leaving the State 
Department, she did gain employment in another Government agency. 
That agency has been notified of the case. It is a job where she is 
working in a nonclassified position. 

Let me correct my statement to say that the agency was not notified 
but rather, the Civil Service Commission was afterwards notified. 

Senator McCarran. Does she still retain her civil service status? 

Mr. Hume tsing, At the present time she does, but the agency, | 
understand, has the case up for action. 

Senator McCarran. Do you care to tell us what that agency is? 

Mr. Humetsine. It is the Internal Revenue Bureau, and she is 
employed as a clerk-typist. That particular individual left the 
Department several years ago, I might add. 

Senator McCarran. And she is still employed there? 

Mr. Humetsrne. She is still employed; yes, sir. She is employed 
as a clerk-typist. 

Senator McCarran. Is that the only case that you found? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. That is the only case that we found. 


NO RESTRICTION IN NONSENSITIVE AGENCY 


I probably should point out that under Public Law 733 there is no 
restriction against the rehiring of a security risk in a nonsensitive 
position in a nonsensitive agency. By nonsensitive, | mean those 
agencies that are not handling political and military secret infor- 
mation. I think it would depend on the circumstances of the case. 


INVESTIGATION OF RESIGNATIONS 
(See p. 1389) 


Senator McCarruy. How about those who resigned while under 
investigation? Have you checked to see how many of those have 
gone into other agencies? 

Mr. Humetsine. We have not made an investigation ourselves of 
those persons, but we have notified the Civil Service Commission of 
all of the individuals, and their files are tagged in the Civil Service 
Commission. f 

Senator McCarruy. It might be well, if it will not take too much 
work on the part of the Department, to have the history of what has 
happened, not necessarily the history of what has happened, but | 
think we ought to know hee many of those who resigned got jobs in 


another department. Take the case of Meggs. He resigned from the 
State Department while under investigation. He went over to the 
Army and got a job in the Army. Whether he was handling classified 
material or not, I do not know. : 

Their loyalty board held a hearing and ordered him discharged. 
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I am just wondering how many other cases there are somewhat 
analagous to his. 

Senator McCarran. What was the result of the Army investiga- 
tion? 

Senator McCarrtuy, The loyalty board found against him and he 
was discharged. 

Senator McCarran. Are you asking a question of the witness? 

Senator McCartuy. Could you furnish us that information, Mr. 
Humelsine? 

Mr. Humeusine. I do not know whether I can furnish it. I will 
try to get it Senator. What I will do is go to the Civil Service Com- 
mission and take to them a list of all of those people and ask them to 
make a check and find out if any of those people were employed in any 
other agency of the Government. I can do that and I will be glad to. 
I should imagine that it would take a little time, but I am sure that 
we can get it. 

Senator McCarruy. I think it would be a good idea to have that 
information. 

(See p. 1389.) 

Senator McCarran. All right. Let us go on. 


RELATIONSHIP OF CLUBB-DAVIS CASES DENIED 
(See also pp. 428 and 435-436) 


Mr. Hume sine. The next item is this: Senator McCarthy had 
asked some questions about the relationship between Mr. Oliver 
Edmund Clubb and Mr. Nathaniel P. Davis. Mr. Nathaniel P. Davis 
was ex-Ambassador to Hungary and was the appeal officer in the 
Clubb case. I think Senator McCarthy had some information which 
led him to believe that they might have been prisoners together and 
that they might have come bein on the same exchange ship. That 
testimony took place on pages 428 and 435 of the record. 

I looked into this matter, and here are the facts. 

Mr. Oliver Edmund Clubb and Mr. Nathaniel P. Davis, both 
Foreign Service officers, never served at the same post at any time 
during their respective careers, were not interned by the Japanese in 
the same prison camp, were not repatriated on the same ship, nor did 
Mr. Davis, while assigned as a Foreign Service inspector ever inspect 
Mr. Clubb. 

At the outbreak of the Japanese war in 1941, Mr. Clubb was 
apprehended by the Japanese on December 8, 1941, and held for a 
considerable time in solitary confinement in Hai Phong, Indochina, 
until he was moved to Saigon, where, on July 3, 1942, he boarded the 
first Japanese exchange vessel, the Asama Maru. 

Mr. Clubb was released from Japanese custody with other Americans 
on that vessel on July 23, 1942, at Lourengo Marques, Portuguese 
Kast Africa. 

Following his release, Mr. Clubb was returned to duty in the Far 
East and served for a considerable period of time thereafter in various 
posts in Free China. 

Mr. Nathanial P. Davis was interned by the Japanese when they 
captured Manila in January 1942. He was interned in Manila until 
September 1943, when he and a group of Americans were exchanged 
on the last trip of the steamship Gripsholm, which returned the 
group to the United States. 
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Senator McCarrtuy. In other words, they were not on the same 
boat together? 

Mr. Humetsine. They were not on the same boat nor in the same 
prison camp nor did they have any service together during their careers, 

Senator McCarrny. Is this, then, a correct statement? As far 
as you could find out, they have never had any contact while working 
for the State Department? 

Mr. Hume sine. As far as I can find out, there never has been any 
contact. Iam sure that they would recognize one another, and that 
sort of thing, both being in the same Foreign Service Officer Corps. 

Senator McCarruy. But there was no close association? 

Mr. Humetsrne. No close association, no intimate association that 
I could ascertain at all. 


LOYALTY BOARD APPEALS SYSTEM 


Now, I have forgotten who asked for this, but I believe that at 
page 435 of the record Senator McCarthy asked about the original 
order setting up the appeals system. 
ee McCarrny. I think Senator Ferguson asked you about 
that. 

Mr. Humetsrne. I will furnish that for the record. 

Senator McCarran. Very well. It may be inserted in the record. 

(The document referred to follows:) 


JUNE 8, 1948. 
Memorandum to All Employees: 
Subject: Loyalty and Security Principles and Procedures Relating to Employees 
of the Department of State. 

The attached departmental announcement has been issued to supersede de- 
partmental announcements 611 (class. DR-OR 1.2500) and 765 which established 
the security principles and hearing procedures of the Department and provided 
for a Personnel Security Board to hear cases of employees charged with being 
security risks. 

The above-mentioned principles and hearing procedures of the Department 
have been slightly modified in order to comply with the provisions of Executive 
Order 9835 and to incorporate regulations issued pursuant thereto by the Loyalty 
Review Board of the Civil Service Commission. The Department is cooperating 
fully in the President’s lovalty program and desires to afford employees of the 
Department all rights under that program consistent with the administrative 
responsibilities of the Secretary of State under existing law. 

The material in this DA is also being issued as a regulation for insertion in the 
Manual of Departmental Regulations. 

Attachment: DA 52—To be read and initiated by all employees. 


Department of State Departmental Announcement 52 
(Classification 298 !) 


LOYALTY AND Security PRINCIPLES AND PROCEDURES RELATING TO EMPLOYEES 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


I, GENERAL 


A. The Department, because of its responsibility for the conduct of foreign 
affairs, is a vital target for persons engaged in espionage or subversion of the 
United States Government. Owing to this fact and because of the great number 
of highly classified communications which pass through the Department, the 
security of which is essential to the maintenance of peaceful and friendly inter- 
national relations, it is highly important to the interests of the United States 


1 To be filed in the Manual of Departmental Regulations under the classification shown above until the 
material is covered in a DR, 
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that no person be employed in the Department who is disloyal or who constitutes 
a security risk. 

B. The necessity for removing disloyal employees from the Federal service and 
for refusing employment therein to disloyal persons, and the obligation to protect 
employees and applicants from unfounded accusations of disloyalty, have been 
recognized in Executive Order 9835 which establishes the President’s Loyalty 
Program. The regulations and directives duly promulgated by and under the 
authority of the Loyalty Review Board of the Civil Service Commission (herein- 
after referred to as the Loyalty Review Board), in accordance with the provisions 
of Executive Order 9835, as set forth in Title 5, Chapter II, of the Code of Federal 
Regulations (13 F. R. 253), constitute the basic and controlling regulations to 
govern all loyalty adjudication procedures in the Department of State. So far 
as it relates to the handling of loyalty cases, the statement of procedure below is 
promulgated in accordance therewith. 

C. In addition, the Secretary of State has been granted by Congress the right, 
in his absolute discretion, to terminate the employment of any officer or employee 
of the Department of State or of the Foreign Service of the United States when- 
ever he shall deem such termination necessary or advisable in the interests of the 
United States. In the exercise of this right, the Department will, so far as possible, 
afford its employees the same protection as those provided under the Loyalty 
Program, 


II, LOYALTY AND SECURITY BOARD OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


A. The Loyalty and Security Board of the Department of State (hereinafter 
referred to as the LSB) has been established and is composed of three officers of 
the Department appointed by the Secretary. All three members shall be present 
in the consideration of cases. 


Ill, TERMS OF REFERENCE 


A. The LSB will make recommendations as to the loyalty and security of 
persons in the Department and the Foreign Service whose recerds are referred 
to it by the responsible authorities of the Department. 

B. Depending upon the nature of the case, the LSB will be governed by the 
loyalty standard provided in Executive Order 9835 or by the security principles 
of the Department of State. 


IV. LOYALTY STANDARD PROVIDED IN EXECUTIVE ORDER 9835 


Part V of Executive Order 9835 provides as follows: 

“1. The standard for the refusal of employment or the removal from employ- 
ment in an executive department or agency on grounds relating to loyalty shall 
be that, on all the evidence, reasonable grounds exist for belief that the person 
involved is disloyal to the Government of the United States. 

“2. Activities and associations of an applicant or employee which may be 
considered in connection with the determination of disloyalty may include one 
or more of the following: 

“a. Sabotage, espionage, or attempts or preparations therefor, or knowingly 
associating with spies or saboteurs; 

““‘b. Treason or sedition or advocacy thereof; 

“e. Advocacy of revolution or force or violence to alter the constitutional form 
of Government of the United States; 

“d. Intentional, unauthorized disclosure to any person, under circumstances 
which may indicate disloyalty to thé United States, of documents or information 
of a confidential or nonpublic character obtained by the person making the dis- 
closure as a result of his employment by the Government of the United States; 

“e, Performing or attempting to perform his duties, or otherwise acting, so as 
to serve the interests of another government in preference to the interests of the 
United States; 

“f. Membership in, affiliation with, or sympathetic association with any foreign 
or domestic organization, association, movement, group or combination of persons, 
designated by the Attorney General as totalitarian, fascist, communist, or sub- 
versive, or as having adopted a policy of advocating or approving the commission 
of acts of force or violence to deny other persons their rights under the Constitu- 
tion of the United States or as seeking to alter the form of Government of the 
United States by unconstitutional means,” 
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Vv. SECURITY PRINCIPLES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


A. As used herein, an officer or employee constitutes a security risk when he 

falls into one or more of the following categories: When he is— 

person who engages in, supports or advocates treason, subversion, or 
sedition, or who 1s a member of, affiliated with, or in sympathetic association wit}: 
the Communist, Nazi, or Facist Parties, or of any foreign or domestic party or 
movement which seeks to alter the form of government of the United States by 
unconstitutional means or whose policy is to advocate or approve the commission 
of acts of force or violence to deny other persons their rights under the Constitu- 
tion of the United States; or a person who consistently believes in or supports 
the ideologies and policies of min * party or movement, 

2. A person who is engaged in espionage or who is acting directly or indirectly 
under the instructions of any foreign government; or who deliberately performs 
his duties, or otherwise acts to serve the interests of another government in 
preference to the interest of the United States. 

3. A person who has knowingly divulged classified information without author 
ity and with the knowledge or behef or with reasonable grounds for the knowledge 
or belief that it will be transmitted to agencies of a foreign government, or who is 
so consistently irresponsible in the handling of classified information as to compel 
the conclusion of extreme lack of care or judgment. 

4. A person who has habitual or close association with persons known or believed 
to be in categories 1 or 2 above to an extent which would justify the conclusion 
that he might through such association voluntarily or involuntarily divulge 
classified information without authority. 

B. In determining whether or not a person is a security risk, the following 
factors among others will be taken into account, together with such mitigating 
circumstances as may exist. 

1. Participation in one or more of the parties or movements referred to above, 
or in organizations which are “‘fronts’’ for, or are controlled by, any such party or 
movement, either by membership therein, taking part in its executive direction 
or control, contribution of funds thereto, attendance at meetings, employment 
thereby, registration to vote as a member of such a party, or signature of petition 
to elect a member of such a party to public office or to accomplish any other 
purpose supported by such a party; or written evidences or oral expressions by 
speeches or otherwise, of political, economic, or social views; 

2. Service in the governments or armed forces of enemy countries, or other 
voluntary activities in support of foreign governments; 

3. Violations of security regulations; 

4. Voluntary association with persons known or believed to be in categories | 
or 2 of par. V A. 

C. In weighing the evidence on any charges that a person constitutes a security 
risk, the following considerations will obtain: 

1. A former course of conduct or holding of beliefs will be presumed to continue 
in the absence of positive evidence indicating a change, both in course of action 
and conviction, by clear, overt, and unequivocal acts. 

2. If a reasonable doubt exists as to whether the person falls into one of the 
categories listed in par. V A above, the Department will be given the benefit of 
the doubt, and the person will be deemed a security risk. 

D. The foregoing security principles have been approved by the Secretary 
of State. The LSB may, however, recommend to the Secretary such changes 
rearing as it may consider in the interest of the Department or of the United 

tates. 


VI. PREHEARING PROCEDURES OF THE LOYALTY AND SECURITY BOARD (LSB) 


A. Loyalty cases. 

1. All cases in which a report of a loyalty investigation is received shall be 
referred for consideration to the LSB which shall take action on every case so 
referred. 

2. The LSB shall examine the report of investigation and may request further 
investigation if such action appears to be necessary. Whenever practicable, such 
request shall be specific as to the additional information required. 

3. The LSB shall consider the report of investigation in the light of the loyalty 
standard as set forth in par. IV above and shall determine whether such report 
warrants a finding clearly favorable to the individual or appears to call for further 
processing of the case with a view to possible removal action. 
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4, If the LSB reaches a clearly favorable conclusion, it shall so determine and 
recommend to the Assistant Secretary—Administration that favorable action be 


taken. 

5. If the LSB determines that such report does not warrant a finding clearly 
favorable to the individual, the procedures set forth in pars, VI A 6 and 7 below 
and in pars. VII and VIII shall be followed. 

6. In all cases in which the evidence indicates that removal action may be war- 
ranted, the LSB shall serve the officer or employee with a notice in writing. Such 
notice shall state the nature of the charges against him in factual detail, setting 
forth with particularity the facts and circumstances relating to the charges so far 
as security considerations will permit, in order to enable the employee to submit 
his answer, defense or explanation. The officer or employee shall be informed of 
his right to answer the charges in writing, under oath or affirmation, witin a 
reasonable period of time, not less than 10 calendar days from the date of receipt 
by the employee of the notice; of his right to have an administrative hearing on 
the charges before the LSB not less than 15 calendar days before such hearing is to 
take place; and of his right to appear before the LSB personally, to be represented 
by a counsel or representative of his own choosing, and to present evidence in his 
own behalf. The notice shall be given to the employee at least 30 calendar days 
in advance of the effective date of the propozed removal action, except as pro- 
vided on pages S1—13 of the Federal Personne! Manual. It shall state the work 
and pay status in which he will be carried during the notice and until the deter- 
mination of the LSB, and the authority or authorities (Executive order and 
statute, if applicable) under which the notice is sent. 

7. After giving the employee the foregoing notice, the LSB shall proceed as 
follows: 

a. If the incumbent or excepted employee does not reply to the notice within 
the time specified by the LSB, the LSB shall consider the case on the complete 
file and recommend action to the Assistant Secretary—Administration, 

b. If the incumbent or excepted employee answers the charges in writing but 
does not request a hearing, the LSB shall then consider the case on the complete 
file (including such answer) and recommend action to the Assistant Secretary— 
Administration. 

c. If the incumbent or excepted employee requests a hearing before the LSB, 
a time and place for such hearing shall be set by the LSB, as convenient to the 
employee as circumstances permit and within the times specified in the notice of 
hearing referred to in par. VI A 6 above, and he shall be allowed a reasonable time 
to assemble his witnesses and prepare his defense. This hearing shall be conducted 
in accordance with the provisions of par. VIT. 


B. Security cases 


1. The LSB shall take action in the cases of all officers and employees which 
are referred to it by the responsible authorities of the Department. 

2. The LSB shall make a determination in such cases that the officer or em- 
ployee concerned shall be given the right of a hearing to determine whether his 
continued employment constitutes a security risk to the Department or whether, 
on the basis of the record presented, the continued employment of the officer or 
employee does not constitute a security risk to the Department. 

3. If the LSB determines that the officer or employee should be given the right 
of a hearing, the procedures set forth in pars. vi A 6 and 7 above and in pars. 
VII and Vill shall be followed. 


VII. HEARING PROCEDURE OF THE LOYALTY AND SECURITY BOARD (LSB) 


A. As indicated in par. V1 above, before any officer or employee of the Depart- 
ment of State or of the Foreign Service of the United States is removed from em- 
ployment for disloyalty or as a security risk, he shall be provided with a statement 
of the charges against him, and be granted the right to a hearing before the LSB 
and an appeal to the Secretary of State, or his designee or designees. If he is 
charged with disloyalty, he may appeal to the Loyalty Review Board for a deter- 
mination as to his loyalty. An officer or employee may, however, be suspended 
at any time in the interests of national security pending a determination with 
respect to loyalty or security risk. 

B. The Department and employee may introduce such evidence as the LSB 
may deem proper. 

C. Said hearing shall be private and shall be attended only by the members of 
the LSB, other appropriate Government officials connected with the adjudication 
process, the officer or employee, his counsel or representative, and the witness who 
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is testifying. The chairman of the LSB shall preside; the officer or employee shal! 
be permitted to appear personally, and either by himself or by his representative 
or counsel to present evidence in his own behalf, through witness or by affidavit. 
Testimony shall be given under oath or affirmation. Members of the LSB may 
ask such questions of him and his witnesses as they may desire. A stenotypist 
record will be made of the proceedings by a person or persons designated by the 
LSB and no other transcript shall be made. A copy of the transcript will be pro- 
vided to the officer or employee upon request. Strict legal rules of evidence will 
not be applied at such hearings, but reasonable bounds shall be maintained as to 
competency, relevancy and materiality. 

D. After the record of the hearing has been reduced to writing, the LSB wil! 
convene in executive session to reach a decision. In its consideration, the LSB 
shall be governed by the loyalty standard provided in par. IV or the security 
principles provided in par. V, depending upon the nature of the case and the evi- 
dence submitted. After examination of the evidence and following any desired 
discussion, the vote shall be by ballot and the decision by majority vote. The 
vote by each member shall be recorded. In arriving at its decision, the LSB shall 
take into consideration the fact that the employee may have been handicapped 
in his defense by the nondisclosure to him of confidential information or by the 
lack of opportunity to cross-examine persons constituting such sources of infor- 
mation. 

E. The decision of the LSB shall be either that: 

1. The LSB recommends that, on the evidence submitted, the officer or em- 
ployee should not be separated from employment under the loyalty standard 
referred to in par. IV, or as a security risk under the security principles provided 
in par. V, and further recommends either that the case be closed or that further 
investigation be made along specific lines, with or without suspension; or 

2. The LSB recommends that the officer or employee be separated from em- 
ployment for disloyalty under the loyalty standard referred to in par. IV and as 
a security risk under the security principles provided in par. V; or 

3. The LSB recommends that the officer or employee be separated from em- 
ployment as a security risk under the security principles provided in par. V. 

4. If the recommendation of the LSB is for separation from employment, it 
may, depending upon the nature of the case, the evidence presented, or considera- 
tion of mitigating circumstances, suggest that the officer or employee be dis- 
missed or that, upon his request, he be permitted to resign. 

The decision of the LSB shall be made in writing and shall be signed by the 
members of the LSB. It shall state the action taken and shall be made a perma- 
nent part of the record. The record shall be classified as secret and transmitted 
to the Assistant Secretary—Administration. 

F. Upon receipt of the record including the decision of the LSB, the Assistant 
Secretary—Administration shall take whatever action he deems appropriate with 
respect thereto and may, if the situation warrants, suspend the officer or employee 
pending further investigation or any appeal which may be made. If the decision 
of the LSB is favorable to the officer or employee concerned and is concurred in 
by the Assistant Secretarv—Administration, he will so notify the officer or 
employee. 





VIII. APPEALS 


A. If the decision is for separation from employment for dislovalty and as a 
security risk, or only as a security risk, the officer or employee shall be so notified 
by the Assistant Secretary—Administration and advised in writing of his right 
to appeal within 10 calendar days after receipt of such notification to the Secretary 
of State, or his designee or designees. In those cases where separation from 
employment is contemplated only on the grounds of a security risk, the notice 
will state that the officer or employee is not considered disloval by the Depart- 
ment. Upon the exercise by the officer or employee of such right of appeal, the 
Secretary or his designee or designees will afford the officer or employee a hearing 
on the record at a date not earlier than one week after receipt by the Secretary of 
written notice of appeal. Said hearing shall be private and shall be attended 
only by the Secretary, and/or his designee or designees, the officer or employee 
and a single counsel or representative of his own choosing. The officer or em- 
ployee shall be permitted to appear personally, and either by himself or his counsel 
or representative, to present a statement or brief in his own behalf. No witnesses 
will be heard at such hearing by the Secretary, or his designee or designees, nor 
will any new evidence be considered which is not contained in the record or sub- 
mitted at that hearing as the statement or brief of the officer or employee con- 
cerned. A stenotypist record will be made of the proceedings and a copy of the 
transcript will be provided to the officer or employee upon request. 
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B. If, as a result of such hearing, the Secretary of State decides that there is 
insufficient evidence to support removal under the loyalty standard referred to in 
par. IV, and under the security principles referred to in par. V, he may direct 
that the case be closed, that further investigation be conducted, or that the 
officer or employee be dismissed or permitted to resign as a security risk. If the 
Secretary of State decides that there is insufficient evidence to support removal 
under the security principles referred to in par. V, he may direct that the case 
be closed or that further investigation be conducted. If the decision of the 
Secretary of State is favorable to the officer or employee, he shall be so notified 
in writing. 

C. If, as a result of such hearing, the Secretary of State decides that the officer 
or employee should be separated from employment, the officer or employee will 
be so notified in writing. In such event the Secretary of State may, in addition, 
direct his suspension if he is not already suspended or he may permit him to re- 
sign. If the decision is that the officer or employee should be separated from 
employment for disloyalty and as a security risk, such notice shall state that, so 
far as the loyalty determination is concerned, the officer or employee has a right 
to appeal in writing to the Loyalty Review Board within 20 days after the receipt 
of the notice in the case of persons living within the continental United States 
and within 30 days in cases of persons living outside the continentel limits of the 
United States. In the event that the officer or employee submits an appeal to 
the Loyalty Review Board, he shall forthwith give notice thereof to the Secretary 
of State. 

D. If, after consideration of a case, the Loyalty Review Board makes an ad- 
visory recommendation to the Secretary of State that the officer or employee 
should be removed from employment under the loyalty standard referred to in 
par. IV, the Department will take prompt administrative action to remove him 
from employment. 

E. If, after hearing an appeal from a decision that an officer or employee should 
be separated from employment for disloyalty and as a security risk, the Loyalty 
Review Board makes a finding that reasonable grounds do not exist for the belief 
that the officer or employee is disloyal, the Secretary of State or his designee, may: 

1. Restore the officer or employee to duty, if suspended, and close the case; or 

2. Permit the officer or employee to resign from the Department; or 

3. Terminate the employment. of the officer or employee under the authority 
conferred by Title I of the Appropriations Act of 1948 (McCarran Rider) or other 
appropriate authority. 

Prior to final action, the Secretary of State, or his designee, may refer the case 
to the LSB and obtain a recommendation whether the officer or employee should 
be separated from employment as a security risk. 

F. In the event of a decision that an officer or employee should be separated 
from employment only as a security risk and the case does not fall within the cate- 
gory of cases subject to review by the Civil Service Commission, the Secretary of 
State will normally permit the officer or employee to resign from the Department 
in lieu of terminating his employment. This policy is adopted since no forum 
will exist outside the Department in which the officer or employee may affirmative- 
ly establish his loyalty. 

G. If the Assistant Secretary—Administration or the Secretary of State shall, 
during his consideration of any case, decide affirmatively that an officer or em- 
ployee is not disloyal and does not constitute a security risk and that his case 
should be closed, such officer or employee shall be restored to duty, if suspended, 
and the record shall show such decision. 


IX. RESCISSION OF PREVIOUS ANNOUNCEMENTS 


DA 611 (class. DR-OR 1.2500), dated 7-9-47 and DA 765, dated 9-17-47, are 
hereby rescinded. 


[Regulations and Procedures—Vol. I. Administrative Operations] 


390 LoyaLtry AND Security oF EMPLOYEES 


891 General 


391.1 Policy—The Department of State, because of its responsibility for the 
conduct of foreign affairs, is a vital target for persons engaged in espionage or 
subversion of the United States Government. Owing to this fact and because 
of the great number of highly classified communications which pass through the 
Department, the security of which is essential to the maintenance of peaceful 
and friendly international relations, it is highly important to the interests of the 
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United States that no person be employed in the Department who is disloyal or 

who constitutes a security risk. As used in these regulations, the term “Depart- 

— of State” shall be construed to include the Foreign Service of the United 
tates. 

391.2 Loyalty Authority.—On March 21, 1947, the President issued Executive 
Order 9835 to assure: (a) “that persons employed in the Federal service be of 
complete and unswerving loyalty to the United States”; (b) that the United 
States afford “maximum protection against infiltration of disloyal persons into 
the ranks of its employees’; and, at the same time, that (c) there be given equal 
protection to the loyal employees of the United States “from unfounded accusa- 
tions of disloyalty.” The regulations and directives duly promulgated by and 
under the sathority of the Loyalty Review Board of the Civil Service Commission 
(hereinafter referred to as the Loyalty Review Board), in accordance with the 
provisions of Executive Order 9835, as set forth in title 5, chapter I, of the Code 
of Federal Regulations (13 F. R. 253), constitute the basic and controlling regu- 
lations to govern all loyalty adjudication procedures in the Department of State 
(including the Foreign Service of the United States). So far as it relates to the 
handling of loyalty cases, the statement of procedures below is promulgated in 
accordance therewith. 

391.3 Security Authority—The Secretary of State has been granted by Con- 
gress (Public Law 733, 81st Congress; General Appropriations Act, 1951, Section 
1213, Public Law 759, 81st Congress) the right in his absolute discretion to ter- 
minate the employment of any officer or employee of the Department of State 
(including the Foreign Service of the United States) or to suspend the employment 
of any such officer or employee and, following such investigation and review as 
he deems necessary, to terminate the employment of the officer or employee 
whenever he shall determine such termination necessary or advisable in the 
interest of the national security of the United States and such determination by 
the Secretary of State is conclusive and final. So far as it relates to the han- 
dling of security cases, the statement of procedures ‘below is promulgated under 
the authority of these laws. 

391.4 Loyalty Security Beard—The Loyalty Security Board of the Depart- 
ment of State consists of at least three members, appointed by the Secretary of 
State. One of the members is designated by the Secretary as chairman. Any 
three members constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. The board 
considers and acts on all cases involving incumbent and excepted officers and 
employees of the Department of State and the Foreign Service of the United 
States, and all cases involving applicants for excepted positions in the Department 
and the Foreign Service in which a report of loyalty investigation is made by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, and all cases of officers and employees of the 
Department and the Foreign Service in which a report of security investigation 
is made and referred to the board by the responsible authorities of the Department. 
The board may operate through panels consisting of not less than three members 
of the board designated by the chairman, who shall also designate the chairman 
of each panel. The actions taken by panels shall be the actions of the board. 


892 Loyalty Standard 


392.1 Thestandard for the refusal of employment or the removal from employ- 
ment in the Department of State under Executive Order 9835 on grounds relating 
to loyalty shall be that, on all the evidence, reasonable grounds exist for belief 
that the person involved is disloyal to the Government of the United States. 
The decision shall be reached after consideration of the complete file, arguments, 
briefs, and testimony presented. 

392.2 Activities and associations of an applicant or employee which may be 
considered in connection with the determination of disloyalty may include one 
or more of the following: 

a. Sabotage, espionage, or attempts or preparations therefor, or knowingly 
associating with spies or saboteurs. 

b. Treason or sedition or advocacy thereof. 

c. Advocacy of revolution or force or violence to alter the constitutional form 
of Government of the United States. 

d. Intentional, unauthorized disclosure to any person, under circumstances 
which may indicate disloyalty to the United States, of documents or information 
of a confidential or nonpublic character obtained by the person making the dis- 
closure as a result of his employment by the Government of the United States. 

e. Performing or attempting to pe:form his duties, or otherwise acting, so as 
to serve the interests of another government in preference to the interests of the 
United States. 
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f. Membership in, affiliation with, or sympathetic association with any foreign 
or domestic organization, association, movement, group or combination of per- 
sons, designated by the Attorney General as totalitarian, fascist, communist, or 
subversive, or as having adopted a policy of advocating or approving the com- 
mission. of acts of force or violence to deny other persons their rights under the 
Constitution of the United States or as seeking to alter the form of Government 
of the United States by unconstitutional means. 

392.3 Section 9A of the Hatch Act makes it unlawful for any employee of the 
Federal Government to have membership in any political party or organization 
which advocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of Government in the 
United States. The current appropriation act forbids the payment of salary or 
wages to any person who advocates, or who is a member of an organization that 
advocates, the overthrow of the Government of the United States by force o1 
violence. Present aes in any of the organizations designated by the 
Attorney General as being within the scope of section 9A of the Hatch Act or as 
seeking to alter the form of government of the United States by force or violence 
for the purpose of adjudicating cases under Executive Order 9835, is consiclered 
as bringing the case within the frre. of section 9A of the Hatch Act and the 
applicable appropriation act. If, in the consideration of a case, the Loyalty 
Security Board finds as a fact that the individual is a member of such an organiza- 
tion or that he advocates the overthrow of the Government of the United States 
by force or violence, removal from or refusal of employment is mandatory. 


893 Security Standard and Principles 


393.1 Security Standard.—The standard for removal from employment in the 
Department of State under the authority referred to in section 391.3 shall be 
that on all the evidence reasonable grounds exist for belief that the removal of the 
officer or employee involved is necessary or advisable in the interest of national 
security. The decision shall be reached after consideration of the complete file, 
arguments, briefs, and testimony presented. 

393.2 Categories Constituting Security Risks-—Reasonable grounds shall be 
deemed to exist for belief that the removal of an officer or employee is necessary 
or advisable in the interest of national security when he falls into one or more 
of the following categories: 

a. A person who engages in, supports, or advocates treason, subversion, or 
sedition, or who is a member of, affiliated with, or in sympathetic association with 
the Communist, Nazi, or Fascist Parties, or of any foreign or domestic party or 
movement which seeks to alter the form of government of the United States by 
unconstitutional means or whose policy is to advocate or approve the commission 
of acts of force or violence to deny other persons their rights under the Constitution 
of the United States; or a person who consistently believes in or supports the 
ideologies and policies of such a party or movement. 

b. A ae who is engaged in espionage or who is acting directly or indirectly 
under the instructions of any foreign government; or who deliberately performs 
his duties, or otherwise acts to serve the interests of another government in 
preference to the interest of the United States. 

c. Aperson who has knowingly divulged classified information without authority 
and with the knowledge or belief or with reasonable grounds for the knowledge or 
belief that it will be transmitted to agencies of a foreign government, or who is 
so consistently irresponsible in the handling of classified information as to justify 
the conclusion of extreme lack of care or judgment. 

d, A person who has habitual or close association with persons known or believed 
to be in categories a or b to an extent which would justify the conclusion that he 
might, through such association, voluntarily or involuntarily divulge classified 
information without authority. 

e. A person who is of such habits or weakness of character as to justify the 
conclusion that he might lack discretion or good judgment in the handling of 
classified material and information. : 

393.3 Determining a Security Risk.—In determining whether or not an officer’s 
or employee’s removal is deemed necessary or advisable in the interest of national 
security, the following factors, among others, will be taken into account, together 
with such mitigating circumstances as May exist: 

a. Participation in one or more of the parties or movements referred to ip 
section 393.2a, or in organizations which are fronts for, or are controlled by, any 
such party or movement, either by membership therein, taking part in its execu 
tive direction or control, contribution of funds thereto, attendance at meetings, 
employment thereby, registration to vote as a member of such a party, or signa- 
ture of petition to elect a member of such a party to public office or to accomplish 
any other purpose supported by such a party; or by written evidences or oral 
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a by speeches or otherwise, or political, economic, or social views. 
ile an organization appearing on the Attorney General’s list as a totalitarian, 
Fascist, Communist, or subversive organization is conclusively presumed to be 
within the purview of 393.2a, consideration will also be given to a person’s mem- 
bership in, affiliation with, or sympathetic association with any other organiza- 
tion, party, or movement which has been cited as subversive, Communist, 
Fascist, etc., by a government agency, committee, or other authoritative source. 

b. Service in the governments or armed forces of enemy countries, or other 
voluntary activities in support of foreign governments. 

c. Violations of security regulations. 

d. Voluntary association with persons known or believed to be in categories 
a or b of section 393.2. 

e. Habitual drunkenness, moral turpitude, irresponsibility, etc. 

393.4. Considerations in Weighing Evidence.— 

393.41 <A former course of conduct or holding of beliefs shall be presumed to 
continue in the absence of positive evidence indicating a change, both in course 
of action and conviction, by clear, overt, and unequivocal acts. 

393.42 If a reasonable doubt exists as to whether the person falls into one of 
the categories listed in section 393.2, the Department shall be given the benefit 
of the doubt, and the person shall be deemed to fall into such category. 


394 Initial Consideration and Action by the Loyalty Security Board 


394.1 Cases involving Loyalty and Security.— 

394.11 All cases in which a report of a loyalty investigation by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation is received shall be referred for consideration to the 
Loyalty Security Board which shall take action on every case so referred. The 
board shall examine each report of loyalty investigation in the light of the loyalty 
standard set forth in section 392 and the security standard and principles set 
forth in section 393. After examination of the report of investigation the board 
may: 

a. Request further investigation if such action appears to be necessary, any 
such request being made as specific as possible as to the additional information 
required; or 

b. If deemed necessary or advisable to obtain information or clarification of 
certain matters from the officer or employee prior to reaching a conclusion as to 
whether the case should be closed favorably, whether charges should be made, 
or further investigation should be requested, give the officer or employee an 
opportunity, if he so desires, to answer questions by written interrogatories 
issued by the board, but not otherwise; or 

c. Conclude that a finding clearly favorable to the officer or employee is war- 
ranted; or 

d. Conclude that further processing of the case through the issuance of charges 
and a notice of proposed removal action is necessary. 

394.12 If the Loyalty Security Board on the basis of the complete file (in- 
cluding the report of investigation together with the interrogatory if such was 
requested) reaches a clearly favorable conclusion, it shall so determine and notify 
the Deputy Under Secretary for administration. If the Loyalty Security Board 
determines that the case does not warrant a finding clearly favorable to the 
individual, the procedures set forth in sections 394.13 through 394.18 and section 
395 shall be followed. 

349.13 In all cases in which the Loyalty Security Board concludes that the 
evidence warrants further processing with a view to possible removal action, it 
shall serve the officer or employee with a notice in writing of the proposed removal 
action which shall state the nature of the charges against him in factual detail, 
setting forth specifically the facts and circumstances relating to the charges so 
far as security considerations wil! permit, in order to enable the employee to sub- 
mit his answer, defense, or explanation. The notice shall state also that so far as 
the meters relate to security they may be amended within 30 days after receipt 
thereof. 

394.14 The notice of proposed removal action shall inform the officer or em- 
ployee of his right to answer the charges in writing, under oath or affirmation, 
together with such statements, affidavits, or other documents as he may desire to 
submit within 30 calendar days from the date of receipt by the officer or employee 
of the notice; of his right to an administrative hearing on the charges before the 
Loyalty Security Board upon his request made within 15 calendar days from the 
date of receipt by the officer or employee of the notice of charges; of his right to 
appear before the Loyalty Security Board personally, to be represented by counsel 
or representative of his own choosing, and to present evidence by witness or affi- 
davit in his own behalf; of his rights of appeal to the Secretary of State or his 
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designee in the event that a decision adverse to him is made by the Loyalty Se- 
curity Board, and as to the provisions governing such appeal as set forth in 
section 396.1. : 

394.15 The notice of proposed removal action given to the officer or employee 
shall state the employment status in which he will be carried pending the adjudi- 
cation of his case; the authority or authorities under which the notice is sent; 
and that the proposed removal action will not become effective in less than 30 
calendar days from the date of his receipt thereof. The authorities cited for pro- 
posed removal on grounds relating to loyalty shall be Executive Order 9835 and 
any applicable statutes, such as section 9A of the Hatch Act and/or section 14 of 
the Veterans Preference Act of 1944; and for proposed removal on grounds relat- 
ing to security shall be Public Law 733, 81st Congress, and General Appropria- 
tions Act, 1951, Section 1213, Public Law 759, 81st Congress. 

394.16 After giving the officer or employee the foregoing notice, the Loyalty 
Security Board shall proceed as follows: 

a. If the officer or employee does not reply to the notice within the specified 
time by answering the charges in writing, the Loyalty Security Board shall con- 
sider the case on the complete file, make its determination, and notify the Deputy 
Under Secretary for administration. However, no inference or presumption should 
be assumed by the board because of the failure or refusal to reply to the notice of 
charges. Despite his failure or refusal to reply, the board shall furnish the officer 
or employee a notice of the time and poe when the board proposes to consider 
his case, in order that he, together with his counsel or representative may appear 
if he so desires. If the officer or employee does not reply to the charges, but if he 
or his counsel or representative requests a hearing before the Loyalty Security 
Board as provided in section 394.14, he shall be granted such. 

b. If the officer or employee answers the charges in writing but does not request 
a hearing as "oagshaete in section 394.14, the Loyalty Security Board shall consider 
the case on the complete file (including such answer), make its determination, and 
notify the Deputy Under Secretary for administration of its determination. Be- 
fore making the determination, however, the board in its discretion may, if a hear- 
ing is deemed necessary, request the officer or employee to appear for a hearing, 
but the board cannot require him to appear, and no inference or presumption 
should be assumed by the board because of a failure or refusal of an individual to 
appear for a hearing. 

c. If the officer or employee requests a hearing before the Loyalty Security 
Board as provided in section 394.14, a time and place for such hearing shall be 
set by the Loyalty Security Board, as convenient to the officer or employee as 
circumstances permit, and he shall be allowed a reasonable time to assemble his 
witnesses and prepare his defense, and the officer or employee shall be notified 
thereof in writing. Only on written request from the officer or employee shall a 
hearing be scheduled sooner than 15 calendar days after notice thereof to such 
officer or employee. 

394.17 The following statement shall be appended to each notice of charges 
and proposed removal action: 

“Any and all evidence which you desire to submit in connection with the matter 
under consideration should be submitted at the hearing before the Loyalty 
Security Board. No additional testimony may, as of right, be introduced into 
the record on any subsequent appeal, and on such appeals additional testimony 
will be received only in exceptional circumstances and in the discretion of the 
appellate authority. It is therefore essential that you should take care to present 
all of your evidence, including your own testimony, at the hearing before the 
Loyalty Security Board if you wish the same to be thereafter considered in the 
event of an appeal.” 

394.18 No officer or employee shall be terminated until at least 30 calendar 
days subsequent to his receipt of the notice of charges, except as provided in 
section 22.2 (a) (2) of Civil Service Commission Regulations. 

394.2 Cases Involving Security Only.— 

394.21 The Loyalty Security Board shall take action in the security cases of 
all officers and employees which are referred to it by the responsible authorities 
of the Department to determine whether such officer’s or employee’s removal is 
necessary or advisable in the interest of national security. 

394.22 The Loyalty Security Board shall consider such cases in the light of 
the security standard and principles set forth in section 393 and may, on the basis 
of the record presented, make a determination in accordance with the provisions 
of section 394.11. The Loyalty Security Board shall then proceed as outlined in 
sections 394.12 through 394.18 and section 395. 
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394.23 The Loyalty Security Board may at any time recommend to the 
Deputy Under Secretary for administration the summary suspension of any 
officer or employee in the interest of national security and may similarly recom- 
mend ho reinstatement of any officer or employee who has been summarily 
suspended. 

394.24 Any officer or employee who is summarily suspended in the interest of 
national security shall be notified thereof, and informed of the reasons for his 
suspension to the extent that the interests of national security permit. Such officer 
or employee shall within 30 days after such notification be given an opportunity 
to submit statements or affidavits to the Loyalty Security Board to show why 
he should be restored to duty. Any officer or employee so suspended shall receive 
a written statement of the charges against him within 30 days after his suspension, 

394.25 The statement of security charges may be amended at any time within 
30 days after receipt thereof by the officer or employee. If the security charges 
are so amended the officer or employee may make written reply thereto within 
30 days after receipt of the amended charges. 


395 Hearing Procedure and Decisions of the Loyalty Security Board 


395.1 Statement of Charges and Right to Hearing and Appeal.—As indicated in 
section 394, before any officer or employee of the Department of State is removed 
from employment for disloyalty or as a security risk, he shall be provided with a 
statement of the charges against him, and be granted the right to an administra- 
tive hearing before the Loyalty Security Board and an appeal to the Secretary of 
State or his designee. If the finding of the Secretary o Btate on appeal is that 
there are reasonable grounds to believe that he is disloyal, he may appeal to the 
Loyalty Review Board for a determination as to his loyalty. An officer or 
employee may, however, be suspended at any time in the interest of national 
security pending a determination with respect to loyalty or security risk. 

395.2 Evidence-——The Department and employee may introduce such evidence 
as the Loyalty Security Board may deem proper. 

395.3 Hearings.— 

395.31. The hearings shall be before a panel of the Loyalty Security Board 
consisting of not less than three members of the board, one of whom shall be 
designated by the chairman of the board as chairman of the panel, and the action 
of the panel shall be that of the board. 

395.32 The hearings shall be private and shall be attended only by the mem- 
bers of the panel of the Loyalty Security Board hearing the case and other appro- 
priate departmental officials directly connected with the adjudication of the case, 
representatives of the Loyalty Review Board, the officer or employee, his counsel! 
or representative, and the witness who is testifying. 

395.33 The chairman of the panel shall preside; the officer or employee shall 
be informed of his right to appear personally and participate in the hearing, to 
be represented by counsel or representative of his own choice, and either by 
himself or by his representative or counsel to present evidence in his own behalf, 
through witnesses or by affidavits. The hearing shall begin with the reading of 
the letter of charges and the interrogatory, if any. An introductory statement 
shall also be made to the effect that the transcript of the hearing will not include 
all material in the file of the case, in that it will not include reports of investigation 
conducted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, which are confidential, nor 
will it contain information concerning the identity of confidential informants or 
information which would reveal the source of confidential evidence, but that the 
transcript will contain only the evidence in the letter of charges and the inter- 
rogatory, if any, and the evidence taken at the hearing. 

395.34 Testimony shall be given under oath or affirmation. Members of the 
panel may ask such questions of the officer or employee and his witnesses as they 
may desire. 

395.35 A verbatim record will be made of the proceedings by a@ person or 
persons designated by the Loyalty Security Board and no other transcript shall 
be made. Such transcript shall be made a permanent part of the record in the 
case. A copy of the transcript will be provided to the officer or employee upon 
request. 

395.36 Strict legal rules of evidence will not be applied at such hearing, but 
reasonable bounds shall be maintained as to competency, relevancy, and 
materiality. 

395.4 Consideration of Decision.— 

395.41 After the officer or employee has been given a hearing and after the 
record thereof has been reduced to writing, the panel will convene as promptly 
as possible in executive session to reach a decision, 
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395.42 In reaching its decision, the panel shall be governed by the loyalty 
standard provided in section 392 and/or the security standard and principles 
provided in section 393, as appropriate, depending on the nature of the case as 
set forth in the notice of charges and the evidence submitted. After considera- 
tion of the complete file and following any desired discussion, the decision shall 
be by majority vote and the vote of each member shall be recorded. 

395.43 In arriving at its decision, the panel shall take into consideration the 
fact that the employee may have been handicapped in his defense by the non- 
disclosure to him of confidential information or by the lack of opportunity to 
cross-examine persons constituting such sources of information. 

395.5 Decision.— 

395.51 The decision of the panel acting for the Loyalty Security Board shall 
be one of the following: 

a. The Loyalty Security Board determines that, on all the evidence, reasonable 
grounds do not exist for belief that the officer or employee is disloyal to the United 
States Government under the loyalty standard referred to in section 392, or for 
belief that his removal is necessary 01 advisable in the interest of national security 
under the security standard and principles referred to in section 393, and deter- 
mines that the case be closed; or 

b. The Loyalty Security Board determines that, on all the evidence, reasonable 
grounds exist for belief that the officer or employee is disloyal to the United States 
Government under the loyalty standard referred to in section 392, and for belief 
that his removal from employment is necessary or advisable in the interest of 
national security under the security standard and principles provided in section 
393, and determines that he be separated from employment; or 

c. The Loyalty Security Board determines that, on all the evidence, reasonable 
grounds do not exist for belief that the officer or employee is disloyal to the United 
States Government under the loyalty standard referred to in section 392, but 
reasonable grounds exist for belief that the officer’s or employee’s removal from 
employment is necessary or advisable in the interest of national security under 
the security standard and principles provided in section 393, and determines 
that he be separated from employment; or 

d. The Loyalty Security Board determines that, on all the evidence, reasonable 
grounds do not exist for belief that the officer’s or employee’s removal from em- 
ployment is necessary or advisable in the interest of national security under the 
security standard and principles provided in section 393, and determines that 
the case be closed; or 

e. The Loyalty Security Board determines that, on all the evidence, reasonable 
grounds exist for belief that the officer’s or employee’s removal from employment 
is necessary or advisable in the interest of national security under the security 
standard and principles provided in section 393, and determines that he be sepa- 
rated from employment. 

395.52 The decision of the Loyalty Security Board shall be made in writing 
and shall be signed by the members of the panel of the Loyalty Security Board 
deciding the case. It shall state the action taken and shall be made a permanent 
part of the record. In making its determination in every unfavorable loyalty 
case, the panel shall state in writing whether or not the case falls within the 
purview of section 9A of the Hatch Act and the applicable appropriation act. 
There shall accompany the Board’s decision in all cases involving loyalty (1) a 
memorandum showing the reasons for arriving at the favorable or unfavorable 
determination, and (2) a statement that the provisions of Loyalty Review Board 
Memorandum No. 41, Revised, to All Executive Departments and Agencies, of 
April 17, 1950, with respect to inviting witnesses to attend the hearing and testify, 
have been complied with. Such memorandum and statement shall be made a 
part of the confidential file, but shall not be a part of the written decision and 
shall in no instance be furnished to the employee or his counsel. The complete file 
shall be classified as confidential and transmitted to the Deputy Under Secretary 
for administration. 

395.53 The Loyalty Security Board may recommend the suspension of an 
officer or employee on loyalty grounds after a determination unfavorable as to 
loyalty (subsequent to the serving of a notice of proposed removal and reply if 
any, and hearing, if held) except in cases where the circumstances are such that 
the retention of the officer or employee in an active duty status may be detri- 
mental to the interests of the Government. In such exceptional circumstances, 
the board may recommend at any time that the officer or employee be temporarily 
assigned to duties in which this condition would not exist, or placed on annual 
leave, provided he has sufficient leave to his credit to cover the required period, 
placed on leave without pay with his consent, or suspended on loyalty grounds. 


95515—52——62 











976 STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


395.6 Notification by Deputy Under Secretary for Administration.—Upon 
receipt of the complete file, including the decision of the Loyalty Security Board, 
the Deputy Under Secretary for administration will notify the officer or employee 
in writing of the Loyalty Security Board’s decision. If the decision is favorable 
with respect to loyalty, and notification is given prior to post-audit by the Loyalty 
Review Board, such notice shall state that the loyalty determination is subject 
to post-audit by the Loyalty Review Board. If the decision is unfavorable, 
notification shall be in accordance with the provisions of section 396.11. 


396 Appeals 
396.1 Procedure on Appeal— 


396.11 If the decision of the Loyalty Security Board requires separation from 
employment for disloyalty and in the interest of national security, or only in the 
interest of national security, the officer or employee shall be so notified in writing 
by the Deputy Under Secretary for administration and advised in writing of his 
right to appeal to the Secretary of State or his designee in writing within 10 
calendar days after receipt of such notification. If the decision of the Loyalty 
Security Board requires separation from employment only in the interest of 
national security, the notice shall state that it has been determined that on all the 
evidence, reasonable grounds do not exist for belief that the officer or employee is 
disloyal to the United States Government, but that the determination as to 
loyalty is subject to post-audit by the Loyalty Review Board. 

396.12 Upon the exercise by the officer or employee of such right of appeal, 
the Secretary or his designee will hear the officer or employee on his appeal at a 
date not earlier than 1 week after receipt by the Secretary of written notice of 
appeal. This hearing shall be private and shall be attended only by the Secretary 
and/or his designee, the officer or employee, and a single counsel or representative 
of his own choosing. The appeal shall be on the record, but the officer or employee 
shall be permitted to appear personally and, either by himself or his counsel or 
representative, to present a statement or brief in his own behalf. No witnesses 
will be heard by the Secretary or his designee. A verbatim record will be made of 
the proceedings, and a copy of the transcript will be provided to the officer or 
employee upon request. 

396.13 If during the course of an appeal, the Secretary of State is of the 
opinion that further evidence should be taken; amplification of the record should be 
made; or further investigation should be conducted, he may remand the case for 
reconsideration by the Loyalty Security Board and for such taking of further 
as amplification of the record; or requesting of further investigation, as he 
may direct. 


396.2 Favorable Decision by the Secretary of State.-— 


396.21 If as aresult of an appeal, the Secretary of State decides that reasonable 
grounds do not exist for belief that the officer or employee is disloyal to the United 
States Government under the loyalty standard referred to in section 392, or for 
belief that his removal is necessary or advisable in the interest of national security 
under the security standard and principles referred to in section 393, he may 
direct that the case be closed. 

396.22 If the Secretarv of State decides that reasonable grounds do not exist 
for belief that the officer’s or employee’s removal is necessary or advisable in the 
interest of national security under the security standard and principles referred to 
in section 393, he may direct that the case be closed. 

396.23 If the decision of the Secretary of State is favorable to the officer or 
employee, he shall be so notified in writing. Such officer or employee shall be 
restored to duty, if suspended, and the record shall show such decision. In cases 
involving loyalty, the notice shall state that the determination as to loyalty is 
subject to post-audit by the Loyalty Review Board. 

396.3. Unfavorable Decision by the Secretary of State.— 

396.31 If as aresult of an appeal, the Secretary of State decides that reasonable 
grounds exist for belief that the officer or employee is disloyal to the United 
States Government and for belief that his removal is necessary or advisable in the 
interest of national security; or that reasonable grounds exist for belief that the 
officer’s or employee’s removal is necessary or advisable in the interest of national , 
security, and that he should therefore be separated from employment, the officer 
or employee shall be so notified in writing setting forth the authority or authorities 
under which he is to be terminated. Such notice shall state that the decision of the 
Secretary of State as to the issue of security is final. 

396.32 If the decision is that reasonable grounds exist for belief that the 
officer or employee is disloyal to the United States Government and for belief 
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that his removal is necessary or advisable in the interest of national security, 
such notice shall state that, so far as the loyalty determination is concerned, the 
officer or employee has a right to appeal in writing to the Loyalty Review Board 
within 20 calendar days after the receipt of the notice in the case of persons living 
within the continental United States and within 30 calendar days in cases of 
persons living outside the continental limits of the United States. 

396.33 In the event that the officer or employee submits an appeal to the 
Loyalty Review Board, he shall forthwith give notice thereof to the Secretary of 
State. 


396.4 Action on Findings of the Loyalty Review Board — 


396.41 If, on appeal to the Loyalty Review Board, that board finds that 
reasonable grounds exist for belief that the officer or employee is disloyal, the 
Department will take prompt administrative action to remove him from employ- 
ment. 

396.42 If, on appeal to the Loyalty Review Board, that board finds that 
reasonable grounds do not exist for belief that the officer or employee is disloyal, the 
Secretary of State may, taking into account the interest of national security: 

a. Restore the officer or employee to duty, if suspended, and close the case; or 

b. Terminate the employment of the officer or employee under the authority 
referred to in Section 391.3. 

396.43 Prior to taking final action under section 396.42, the Secretary of 
State may refer the case to the Loyalty Security Board and obtain a reeommenda- 
tion whether the officer or employee should be separated from employment in the 
interest of national security. 


TRANSCRIPTS OF APPEALS CASES 
(See p. 435) 


Mr. Humetsine. The next item is clarification of the question with 
regard to transcripts in appeal cases. 

Senator McCarthy asked me this question: 

Is there any transcript kept of that conference? 

My reply to Senator McCarthy’s question was: 

No, sir. 

| would like to correct the record. There isa transcript kept. It is 
required by regulation. A copy is provided to the Loyalty Security 
Board and a copy is sent forward with the file to the Loyalty Review 
Board. Soa complete record is available of all that transpired. 

I think you asked me the question as to whether they do make such a 
record, and J find that it is done. 

Senator McCarruy. Is that a stenographic transcript? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, Senator, it is a stenographic transcript. 


SUBVERSIVE ORGANIZATIONS NAMED BY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
(See p. 441) 


The next question was a request for the names of the 24 organiza- 
tions cited by the Attorney General in the last 2 years. I think 
Senator Ferguson asked whether we could furnish a list of the organi- 
zations that had been cited in the last 2 years, and which are now cited 
as front organizations. Here is that list. 

I will not read this list unless you gentlemen care to hear them. I 
will place this in the record. 

Senator McCarran. Very well. Do you want that inserted in the 
record? 

Mr. Hume .sine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. It will be placed in the record. 

(The document referred to follows:) 
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Tue 24 Crrations in Last Two YrEars By ATTORNEY GENERAL 


September 5, 1950: 
American. Branch of Federation of Greek Maritime Unions 
American Russian Fraternal Society (IWO) 
Boston School for Marxist Studies 
Carpatho-Russian Peoples Society (IWO) 
Cervantes Fraternal Society (IWO) 
Joseph Weydemeyer School of Social Science, St. Louis, Mo. 
Pacific Northwest Labor School, Seattle 
Peoples Educational and Press Association of Texas (under CPA listing) 
Virginia League for Peoples Education (under CPA listing) 
Croatian Benevolent Fraternity (IWO) 
Finnish-American Mutual Aid Society (IWO) 
Garibaldi American Fraternal Society (IWO) 
Hellenic-American Brotherhood (IWO) 
Hungarian Brotherhood (IWO) 
Jewish Peoples Fraternal Order (IWO) 
Polonia Society of the IWO (IWO) 
Romanian-American Fraternal Society (IWO) 
Serbian-American Fraternal Society (IWO) 
Slovak Workers Society (IWO) 
Ukrainian-American Fraternal Union (IWO) 
August 3, 1950: Labor Youth League (successor to YCL and AYD) 
June 1, 19481: National Council of Americans of Croatian Descent cited as Union 
of American Croatians 
September 5, 1950: 
Partido del Pueblo of Panama (CP of Panama) 
Associated Klans of America (merger of earlier KKK groups) 


DISTRIBUTION OF GENERAL SNOW’S SPEECH 


Mr. Humetstng. The next matter is the question of the distribu- 
tion of General Snow’s speech. 

At page 473 of the record Senator McCarthy was concerned that 
the speech was sent out. I think, Senator, you said there were some 
10,000 outlets. 

Senator McCarrtuy. I was not concerned, I was just curious to 
know. I think I mentioned that there were about 10,000 newspapers 
in the country, and I wondered whether they all got copies of the 
speech. 

OM r. Humetstne. General Snow’s speeches were reproduced as 
State Department press releases, and subsequently distributed to the 
Department’s regular mailing list, which includes about 90 daily 
papers throughout the country and approximately 160 weekly papers 
and periodicals. This mailing list includes the only papers which 
have specifically requested to receive departmental press releases and 
publications. 

I think someone also asked what the cost of preparing and dis- 
tributing the press releases was. The cost of preparing and distribut- 
ing a press release such as this would be approximately $18, including 
pane: Funds used were those provided for the operation of the 

epartment’s press office. 

I have a note here which will interest you, Senator McCarthy. It 
says— 

The Snow speech was sent to no Wisconsin dailies or weeklies. A copy was 


mailed to Mr. Frank Kirkpatrick, radio commentator, Radio Station WMAW, 
Milwaukee, who had requested to be placed on the mailing list for press releases. 


1 Also September 21, 1948; September 5, 1950; September 5, 1950. 
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Senator McCarruy. About how large is your mailing list? 

Mr. Humetsine. The mailing list includes 90 daily papers and 160 
weekly papers and periodicals. 

Now, the wire services would pick this up—AP, UP, and INS. I 
do not know how these press associations get into Wisconsin, but I 
assume that the wire service material gets there. 

Senator McCartruy. Well, I would say that I was not concerned 
about the distribution in Wisconsin. I was just wondering who paid 
for the cost of distributing the speeches. 

Mr. Humensine. We did it in the Department of State at a cost 
of $18. 

Senator McCarrnuy. May IJ ask the witness further, whether State 
Department employees go out and make political speeches, and do 
you think it is proper for the State Department to pay for the mimeo- 
graphing and to pay for the postage in the distribution of those speeches? 
Would it not seem wiser to have the individual himself do that, or 
whatever campaign committee may be interested in his speech? 

Mr. Humeusine. Well, | would disagree with your analysis that 
we make political speeches in the Department. I think that is our 
point of departure: how you determine whether the speech was or 
was not political. 

Senator McCarruy. All right. Go ahead. 


BANNERMAN SCREENING BOARD RESULTS 
'(See p, 449) 


Mr. Humetsine. The next item is a question you asked me about 
a board, a screening board, that was set up back in 1946. 

Mr. Bannerman was a member of it, but Mr. Panuch was not. 
Mr. Bannerman was also the executive officer of the Board. I was 
under the impression that Mr. Bannerman was not a member of the 
Board and was executive officer of the Board, and I wanted to clarify 
that. 

Senator McCarruy. May I ask this: When this Board was func- 
tioning, the Board on which Mr. Bannerman sat, according to a 
letter of Secretary of State Byrnes—and this might interest you, 
Mr. Chairman, and if I am wrong, I will ask you to correct me, Mr. 
Humelsine—at the time Mr. Bannerman sat on the Board, the 
security board, according to a letter written by Secretary of State 
Byrnes, the Board found 284 men who had been transferred from 
temporary agencies to the State Department, who were unfit for 
service, either because of Communist activities or Bund activities, 
and some of them because of technical objections. 

Senator McCarran. In what year? 

Senator McCarruy. This was in 1946, Mr. Chairman. 

According to Mr. Byrnes’ letter to Congressman Sabath, only 79 
of the 284 were discharged. That means that there were 205 left 
in the State Department, men that the Bannerman board said were 
dangerous and were unfit to serve. 

| would like to ask Mr. Humelsine to check and find out how many 
of those 205 are still working in the State Department. I would like 
him to supply their names, although I assume he will have to refuse 
to supply the names. 

Mr. Humeusrne. I will have to, under the President’s orders. 
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Senator McCarruy. But I do believe that you would be entitled 
to check and find out how many of those 205 are still serving, and to 
give us a general picture of why they are still serving, after the Banner- 
man board said that they were unfit. Do you feel that you could 
give us that information under the President’s order? 

Mr. Humetstne. That information was in a press release made on 
that same subject, and which I will supply for the record. 

Senator McCarruy. I would like more than a press release. 

Mr. Hume sine. I will try to obtain the information you asked for. 


REPORT OF BOARD 


Senator McCarran. First the report of the Bannerman Board 
should be printed here. That is not in the record at this time, is it? 

Senator McCarruy. No; it is not. 

Senator McCarran. I take it the Bannerman report will contain a 
list of the names; is that right? 

Senator McCartuy. The report would. 

Mr. Hume.stne. Yes; I would assume it would contain such a list. 

Senator McCanran. Then it follows that a number of those named 
by the Bannerman board are now in the State Department? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes. 

Senator McCarran. Is that your question? 

Senator McCarruy. Yes; that is the question. 


REFUSAL TO SUPPLY REPORT TO COMMITTEE 


Senator McCarran. Are you precluded from giving us_ that 
information? 

Mr. Hume sine. I would be precluded from doing so, I assume, 
under the President’s letter, I would not be precluded, as I understand 
it, from giving you statistics. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, you feel that you could not 
give us the names of the individuals, but you feel that you can come 
back and say, for example, that there are 47 or 22 still working in the 
Department? 

Mr. HumEtsIne. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. You feel that you would be precluded from 
giving us the Bannerman report? 

Mr. Hume tstne. I would have to look at the Bannerman report 
and find out what it is about, as I am not too intimately acquainted 
with it, before I can give you a “Yes” or “No” answer. 

Senator McCarruy. You are aware of the particular report I am 
talking about? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes. I am aware of it in a general sense. 

(The information referred to follows:) 

The 205 individuals referred to are included in a group of 341 individuals on 
whom the screening committee of which Mr. Bannerman was a member had indi- 
cated a preliminary disapproval. Of this entire group, 46 are still employed by 
the Department after having been thoroughly investigated and cleared. 

The background for the operations of the screening committee is as follows: 

In August of 1945, the Department of State, including the Foreign Service, had a 
total of 13,372 persons on its rolls. By various Executive orders promulgated 
late in 1945 and early 1946, a potential of 12,797 persons was added to the rolls. 

The sudden influx of personnel, which at the time of the Executive orders offered 
the possibility of doubling the size of the Department, required extraordinary 
measures. It is apparent that investigation of transferees in many instances 
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could not be accomplished in a short period of time with the thoroughness and 
accuracy that was necessary and desirable. Once an employee appeared on the 
Department rolls, whether by transfer or otherwise, his or her dismissal on allega- 
tions of disloyalty presented very considerable substantive and administrative 
complexities. 

A large number of the original 12,797 transferees have either resigned or been 
terminated. The records indicate that in February 1946, of these transferred 
employees, there remained in the Department only 6,129. Due to subsequent 
reductions in force and other personnel actions this figure was reduced to about 
4,000 by March 1947. These reductions resulted from the normal retrenchment 
which followed upon the transfer of functions from the interim war agencies to the 
Department. 

he Department felt that the recruitment policies of the interim wartime 
agencies did not meet the peacetime personnel standards of the Department. 
The records available to the Department did not in every instance indicate the 
type, extent, or adequacy of investigation which the employees of the wartime 
agencies had received. While the Department did not have information concern- 
ing the loyalty and security clearances given the transferees by their own agencies, 
the Department during its subsequent screening program developed relevant 
information. Thus as to one of these agencies it was determined that of the 
entire staff of 7,482 transferred to the Department only 2,687 had been cleared 
by the Civil Service Commission. Investigations were discontinued before com- 
pletion in 1,113 cases and were pending in 262 cases when the transfers were made. 
Thus there were thousands of cases of employees in this and other agencies trans- 
ferred to the Department who had apparently never been fully investigated by 
State Department standards. 

A security screening committee was established on August 15, 1945, by Assistant 
Secretary Russell to review, prior to investigation by the Department, the records 
of persons transferred to the Department from the interim wartime agencies. 
The purpose was to ‘‘flag”’ or enter a preliminary disapproval against such persons 
as might on the basis of spot checks be found unfitted for employment because 
they (1) were aliens; or (2) had been naturalized within the last 15 years and had 
been transferred to the Foreign Service; or (3) were possible security risks. The 
first case thus listed as disapproved was in October 1945, and the committee 
continued its spot-check procedure until mid-April of 1946 by which time it had 
covered all OSS and FEA transfers and some from OWI. From April to July 1946, 
the committee continued to submit disapprovals, no longer on the basis of spot 
checks, but on an opinion in each individual case, based on substantive informa- 
tion. As of March 19, 1947, nearly 4,000 transferee cases had been processed. 

The screening committee was composed of specialists in security fields and 
representatives of the Department’s personnel units. The committee, at the 
outset, screened transferees on the basis of such information as it could find in 
the records of the interim agencies, and information available to the Department 
from other investigative sources. Subsequently, cases were submitted in which 
investigations had been made by the Department itself. Any report of recom- 
mendation was purely advisory in character and while it was given appropriate 
weight, the responsibility for final decision with respect to termination of an 
employee was vested in the Assistant Secretary of State for Administration, or 
his designee, subject to review by the Secretary when circumstances warranted. 

Investigations by the screening committee, including those spot checked and 
those reviewed after fuller investigation, resulted in 341 disapprovals. Of these 
341 cases, 46, as stated above, after receiving full clearance, are still employed 
by the Department. Of the remaining 295 cases two were discharged under the 
McCarran rider. The remaining 293 persons were removed through various types 
of personnel action. 


SECURITY APPEALS PROCEDURE 


(See p. 433) 


One other thing that I would like to mention, Senator, and which 
I think will clear up the record with respect to the things that were 
asked of this nature, is this: We talked about the appeals procedure. 

We have the appeals procedure set up for security, based on the 
same pattern that we used for loyalty, the difference being that when 
we set it up we overlooked this: The loyalty appeal has a post-audit 
by the Civil Service Loyalty Review Board. The security finding is 
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final. The committee was critical of the fact that we had a one-man 
appeal board on security cases, whereas a three-man board passed 
on the case in the first instance. 

I took that matter up with appropriate officials in the Department, 
and we have now set up, in line with the suggestion—at least the 
implied suggestion of the committee—a three-man appeal board for 
security cases. Any security case from here on heard in the State 
—- will involve the individual appearing before a three-man 
boar 

Senator McCarruy. Am I correct in saying that Mr. Acheson has 
the final say on both loyalty and security cases in the State Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. Hvumetstne. He has the final say in the Department on 
security cases, but in loyalty cases, he does not have the final authority. 
The final authority rests with the Review Board. 

Senator McCarruy. He has the authority in loyalty cases to 
reverse a finding of the Board? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir; he could reverse the finding of our board, 
but that would not be final, because his decision also would be subject 
to a. post-audit by the Review Board. In a loyalty case, a contrary 
decision by the Secretary of State could only result in altering the de- 
cision of our Board if the Review Board would also agree that that 
was the proper thing to do. Now, that is not true in the security 
cases. By that I mean that the final determination in a security case 
is in the Department of State. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, in a security case, if he re- 
verses the ruling, that is the end of it. In a loyalty case, after he 
reverses the ruling- 

Mr. Hume sine. Not after, but rather, if he would reverse one, 
because there has never been any reversal in a loyalty case. 





THREE LOYALTY CASES ON APPEAL 


(See p. 384) 


Senator McCarruy. Let me ask you this: Three cases are now on 
appeal to the Secretary. He has not reversed any of those? 

Mr. Humetsine. No, sir. 

Senator McCartuy. No? He has sustained the Board? 

Mr. Humensine. At the present time there are three loyalty cases 
under appeal. 

Senator McCartuy. And no final action has been taken? 

Mr. Humetsine. No, sir. 

Senator McCarran. How long are they going to remain in that 
status? 

Mr. Hume tstne. Only long enough, Senator, to complete the appeal 
process. 

Senator McCarran. How long have they been in that status now’ 

Mr. Humetsine. Do you mean in the appeal status? 

Senator McCarran. Yes. 

Mr. Humetstng. Two of them have been found against, Senator 

Senator McCarran. What is that? 

Mr. Humensine, Letters have gone to two individuals finding 
against them as to loyalty. The other one is still under appeal. 

Senator McCarran. Well then, there is only one on appeal? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes; one on appeal. 
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Senator McCarran. How long has that one been on appeal? 

Mr. Humetsrine. Since March 24, when he appealed. 

Senator McCarran. Since when, please? . 

Mr. Hume.srne. Since March 24. 

Senator McCarran. To clarify the record, does that mean that all 
three were on appeal? 

Mr. Humetsrne. All three were on appeal. 

Senator McCarran. And now two of them have been finally 
decided? 

Mr. Humetsine. To summarize, Senator, those two will go to the 
Loyalty Review Board if the individuals see fit to appeal our adverse 
finding. Otherwise the action stands. 

The third one is still in the process of having the appeal heard. 
As soon as that is finished, the final decision will be made and the same 
procedure will apply as in the other two cases. 


TIME FOR APPEAL 


Senator McCarran. How long do they have to appeal to the 
Loyalty Review Board? 

Mr. Humetstne. What. happens is that once the Loyalty Board 
itself and the Department finds a person to be a loyalty risk, a letter 
is sent to them and they have 10 days in which to decide whether they 
are going to appeal or not. If they have not appealed by the end of 
that 10-day period, the finding stands against them. 

Senator McCarran. Now that applies to those two? 

Mr. Humetsine. No; two of them are completely through. 

Senator McCarran. That is what I say. Two of them are out? 

Mr. Hume.stnn. Now they have appealed, the appeal has been 
heard, and they were found against, and they are out as far as the 
State Department is concerned. They do have right of final appeal 
to the Loyalty Review Board of the Civil Service Commission. 

Senator McCarran. In other words, they are through? 

Mr. Humetsine. Those two are completely through as far as the 
State Department is concerned. The other individual was notified 
that he was found against by the Board as to loyalty. He appealed 
within the 10-day period. The appeal mechanism was set up and the 
appeal is being heard. Just as soon as we can complete that, there 
will be a finding. 

Senator McCarran. Is that Appeal Board the Bingham Board? 

Mr. Humetsine. No, sir; this is an appeal in the Department, on 
a loyalty case. 

Senator McCarruy. How much time do they have for review 
before going to the Loyalty Review Board? 

Mr. Humutstne. I do not know that offhand. It is 20 days, I 
am told. They have 20 days within which to appeal, after they have 
received the letter. 


CLUBB CASE ONLY CASE OF KIND 


Senator McCarruy. You were also asked, I believe, to give us the 
names of any cases like the Clubb case; that is, men who are now 
receiving pensions, who resigned while under loyalty or security 
investigation. Is that information that you feel you can give us? 
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Mr. Humetsine. I testified previously in the hearing that the only 
case of that kind was the Clubb case, Senator. That is the only 
one. 

Senator McCarran. Is there anything further, Mr. Humelsine? 

Mr. Hume sine. No, sir; I am through, sir. 


LOYALTY-SECURITY REGULATIONS 


Senator McCarran. If the State Department’s regulations with 
regard to the handling of loyalty cases, specifically the procedure 
prescribed with respect to notification of the Assistant Secretary or 
his office, and notification of the Security Division by the Loyalty 
Board, of its action on both security and ‘localty cases, has not been 
put into the record, it should be put in at this point. 


PROGRESS REPORT ON LOYALTY CASES 


Also at this point Memorandum No. 20 of the United States Civil 
Service Commission, Central Loyalty Board, subject: ‘Agency pro- 
gress report on loy alty cases,’ under date of March 9, 1949, should 
go in. I should like to ask whether memorandum No. 20 has been 
amended or is still in force in exactly its original form? 

I have Memorandum No. 20 here, and General Snow is here. He 
can answer the question, perhaps. 

Mr. Snow. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to get that information. 

As far as I know, Memorandum No. 20 has not been amended, but 
if it has been, I will get the information for the record. 

(See p. 987.) 

Senator McCarran. As I have it, I will insert the memorandum 
in the record at this time. 

(The memorandum referred to follows:) 


Unitep States Civit Service ComMIssIon, 
Washington, D. C., March 9, 19/9. 
Memorandum No. 20, revised. 
(Supersedes Memorandum No. 20, dated September 28, 1948.) 
To: All executive departments and agencies. 
Subject: Agency Progress Report on Loyalty Cases. 

Further experience in compiling statistics and furnishing information in con- 
nection with the loyalty program has shown a need for certain changes in the 
Agency Progress Report on Loyalty Cases which was requested from the depart- 
ments and agencies in Loyalty Review Memorandum No. 20, dated September 
28, 1948. 

The changes made in the report are as follows: 

Deadline jor report.—-The repert is now to be made within five working days 
after the close of the month (see p. 5 of this memorandum), 

Jtem 1.—Instructions are added to item 1 ‘cases received’’ (see p. 2 of this 
memorandum) to provide a method for reporting cases which are reopened, 
including cases which are remanded to an agency by the Loyalty Review Board. 

Item 2.—Subheads 2c “Charges or interrogatories issued,” 2d “Hearings held,” 
and 2e ‘Further investigation requested” are deleted and these topics are added 
as new items %, 10, and 11. Under the former instruction, these items referred 
only to pending cases, whereas the instructions in this memorandum (see p. 5 
provide for these items to stand alone and to refer to all cases, pending and closed 

The changes are to be made in the report submitted for the month ending 
March 31, 1949. 

The changes listed above are incorporated in the following revised text of 
Memorandum No. 20, deletions and addftions being shown by asterisks: 

*Memorandum No. 20 of September 28, 1948, requested ‘all executive depart- 
ments and agencies to furnish monthly to the Loyalty Review Board an Agence} 
Progress Report on Loyalty Cases, such report to be made in lieu of the monthly 
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status-of-work report requested on page L2—14 of the Federal Personnel Manual 
and also in Memorandum No. 18, Revised, of September 7, 1948. There was 
attached to Memorandum No. 20 a suggested form to be used for submission of 
the Progress Report; a revision of that form is attached hereto.* 

The information is to be furnished with respect to cases in which a complete 
full field investigation (omit cases upon which investigation was discontinued 
by FBI) has been received by an agency loyalty board or boards and is to consist 
of the following, which is numbered and lettered to correspond with the points 
set forth on the attached suggested form: 

1. Cases received—The number of loyalty cases in which reports of full field 
FBI investigation have been received by the agency loyalty board. This item 
calls for two figures to be furnished, one being the number of cases received during 
the month that has just ended and the other the number received since the loyalty 
program began (include the current month figure in the cumulative figure). 
All following items in the report, except 2, 2a, 2b and 5e, are to be reported in the 
same manner. 

*Cases reopened in an agency, including cases which are remanded (see regula- 
tion 14 of the Regulations for the Operations of the Loyalty Review Board) by 
the Loyalty Review Board for further processing as a result of post-audit or as a 
result of review on appeal, and cases reopened for any reason in or by the agency 
after having been reported as processed, are to be reported in the same manner as 
new cases received. No adjustments are to be made in previously reported 
counts, but item 1 “‘Cases received by agency” is to be footnoted to indicate the 
total number of reopened cases, and of these the number which were remanded by 
the Loyalty Review Board, i. e., ‘Includes (number) reopened cases of which (num- 
ber) reopened cases of which (number) were remanded by LRB.”’* 

2. Cases pending in Agency Loyalty Board.—The number of loyalty cases in 
which reports of full field FBI investigation have been received by the agency 
loyalty board, but which had not been completely processed by the agency loyalty 
board as of the last day of the reporting month. 

(a) Under 60 days.—The number of such incompletely processed cases in which 
the reports have been in the possession of the loyalty board for less than 60 days. 

(b) Sixty days or over—The number of such incompletely processed cases in 
which the reports have been in the possession of the loyalty board for 60 days or 
more. 

3. Cases closed by loss of jurisdiction —The number of cases received for adjudi- 
cation by the agency loyalty board in which no determination was made because 
the board lost jurisdiction to adjudicate, e. g., interagency transfer or conversion 
of appointment. 

4. Cases adjudicated by agency loyalty board—The number of cases in which 
determinations (after interrogatory or charges and hearing, if any) have been 
made by the agency loyalty board and approved by the appropriate official, if 
such approval is required. Unfavorable determinations should not be reported 
until the individual involved has appealed to the head of the agency or the time 
for such appeal has elapsed. Such unfavorable cases, and cases in which a deter- 
mination of the board is awaiting the approval of an appropriate official, should 
be counted as pending in the agency loyalty board. (See item 2 above.) 

(a) Favorable determinations.—The number of such determinations which were 
favorable to the individual. 

(6) Unfavorable determinations —The number of such determinations which 
were unfavorable to the individual. 

5. Cases appealed to agency head.—The number of cases in which unfavorable 
determinations of the agency loyalty board were appealed to the head of the 
agency or to such person or persons as were designated by such head to decide 
appeals, 

(a) Board’s decision sustained.—The number of such eases in which the head of 
be ey concurred with the unfavorable determination of the agency loyalty 

oard, 

(b) Board’s decision reversed.—The number of such cases in which the head of 
the agency reversed the unfavorable determination of the agency loyalty board. 

(ec) Pending decision by agency head.—The number of such cases pending 
decision by the head of the agency as of the last day of the reporting month. 

6. Employees separated from service—The number of employees in whose cases 
reports of full field investigation were received, who have been separated from the 
Federal service (e. g., removal, resignation, abandonment of position, ete.). 

(a) Prior to issuance of charges ——The number of such separations occurring 
prior to the issuance of notices of proposed removal action or interrogatories. 





986 STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


(b) After issuance of charges or interrogatories, but prior to a determination by 
the Agency Board—The number of such separations occurring after the issuance 
of notices of proposed removal action or interrogatories, but prior to a determina- 
tion by the agency loyalty board. 

(c) After unfavorabie determinalion by board (no appeal).—The number of such 
separations occurring after an unfavorable determination by the agency loyalty 
board, the employee not appealing to the head of the agency. , 

(d) After unfavorable decision by agency head (no appeal to LRB).—The number 
of such separations occurring after an unfavorable decision on appeal by the head 
of the agency, the employee not appealing to the Loyalty Review Board of the 
Civil Service Commission. 

(e) After unfavorable decision by LRB.—The number of such separations 
occurring after an unfavorable decision by the loyalty review board. 

7. Employees retained or restored after favorable decision by LRB—The number 
of employees retained by an agency or restored to duty after a favorable decision 
by the Loyalty Review Board of the Civil Service Commission. 

8 Final actions on excepied applicant cases—-The number of applicants for 
excepted positions in whose cases reports of full field investigation were received 
in which final action has been taken. 

(a) Denied employment or application withdrawn.—The number of such cases 
in which the applicant was denied employment or withdrew his application from 
consideration. 

(b) Accepted for employment after appeal to LRB—The number of such cases 
in which the applicant was accepted for employment after a favorable decision 
by the Loyalty Review Board of the Civil Service Commission. 

Nore.—Loyalty cases Pavolsing applicants for excepted positions shall be 
included in the foregoing items 1 through 5 as appropriate. In these cases, item 
8 is to be reported instead of items 6 and 7. 

19. Charges and interrogatories issued——The number of cases in which notices 
of proposed removal action or interrogatories were issued by the agency loyalty 
board. 

10. Hearings held—The number of cases in which hearings were held by the 
agency loyalty board or the agency head. 

11. Requests for further investigation —The number of cases in which requests 
were made by the agency to the FBI for further investigation or amplification or 
corroboration of evidence.! 

The information requested in this memorandum shall be submitted for the 
month ending *March 31, 1949* within *five working* days after the close of 
the month and shall be submitted regularly thereafter on a monthly basis by 
the *fifth working day* of each month. 

Sera W. Ricwarpson, 
Chairman, Loyalty Review Board. 





1 If further information is desired in connection with the material in this memorandum, telephone the 
Loyalty Review Board, Code 171, Extension 681. 
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To: Loyalty Review Board, U. S. Civil Service Commission, Washington, D. C. 


AcEeNncy ProGcress Report on Loyatty Cases 
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9. Charges and interrogatories issued__........... -.-------- ---------- 
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(The following information was supplied by Mr. Snow:) 


Memorandum No. 20 is still in force in the revised form of March 9, 1949, 
although two supplements have been issued; namely, Supplement 1 of August 26, 
1949, and Supplement 2 of August 7, 1950. These supplements are as follows: 


Unirep States Crvit Service Commission, 
Washington, D. C., August 26, 1949. 
Memorandum No. 20, Revised, Supplement No. 1 
To: All executive departments and agencies: 
Subject: Agency progress report on loyalty cases 

Loyalty Review Board memorandum No. 20, Revised, of March 9, 1949, to all 
executive departments and agencies, requests all executive departments and agen- 
cies to furnish monthly to the Loyalty Review Board an agency progress report 
on loyalty cases and sets forth the inljemation desired in the report. 

This supplementary memorandum is to inform you that agencies which have 
received no reports of full field loyalty investigation, and agencies which have 
completely adjudicated and closed all loyalty cases received and have no pending 
cases, need not complete and submit to the Loyalty Review Board the agency 
progress report on loyalty cases. However, if and when reports of full field in- 
vestigation are received, the report should be prepared and submitted monthl 
to the Loyalty Review Board until such time as the agency has completely ad- 
judicated and closed all loyalty cases. 


Burton L. FRENCH, 
Acting Chairman Loyalty Review Board, 
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Unitep States Civi, Service Commission, 
Washington, D. C., August 7, 1950. 


Memorandum No. 20, Revised, Supplement No, 2 
To: All executive depart ments and agencies: 
Subject: Agency progress report on loyalty cases. 


Loyalty Review Board Memorandum No. 20, Revised. of March 9, 1949, to 
all executive departments and agencies, requests all departments and agencies to 
furnish monthly to the Loyalty Review Board an agency progress report on loyalty 
cases and sets forth the information desired in the report. 

Item 2 of the report requests the number of loyalty cases in which reports of 
full field investigation conducted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation have 
been received by the agency loyalty board but which had not been completely 
processed by the agency loyalty board as of the last day of the reporting month, 
Item 5c of the report requests the number of cases in which unfavorable deter- 
minations appealed to the head of the agency are pending decision by him. 

Experience in the administration of the loyalty program has shown a need for 
further data in connection with the information requested in items 2 and 5c. It 
is, therefore, requested that item 2, ‘‘Cases pending in agency loyalty board,” 
and item 5c, ‘‘Pending decision by agency head,’ be footnoted to show the number 
of such cases in which the persons involved were appointed to their positions in 
the reporting agency prior to October 1, 1947. If there are no such eases, so 
indicate by placing a ‘‘zero”’ in the footnote. 

The information requested in this supplementary memorandum shall be in- 
cluded in the agency progress report on loyalty cases submitted for the month 
ending August 31, 1950, and shall be included regularly thereafter in the monthly 
report. 

Harry W. Bratrr, 
Acting Chairman, Loyalty Review Board. 


CLARIFICATION OF LOYALTY PROCEDURE REQUIRED 


Senator McCarran. The Department has presented to the com- 
mittee testimony, with illustrations, of the procedure used in the 
processing of loyalty cases. There are, however, a number of factors 
and phases of this process which have not been made clear by the 
testimony so far elicited. 

For example, the question of average elapsed time for the various 
steps does not appear to have been clearly set forth. 

Another example is the question of when—that is, at what time in 
the process, the loyalty board first reports to the Assistant Secretary, 
and the further question of the time or stage in the process at which 
an employee is required to be suspended. 

The committee is also interested, of course, in knowing whether the 
prescribed procedure is followed, or whether, and in what instances, 
the Department may have found it necessary or expedient to depart 
from the prescribed procedure. 

For the purpose of attempting to clear up the record on these 
points, and perhaps on some other points which may remain unclear, 
the committee will have a number of specific questions here. 

I should like at this point to note that there has been inserted in the 
record the text of the President’s letter under date of April 2 to the 
Secretary of State, embodying additional restrictions and limitations 
upon responsive answers by the Department with respect to the 
lovalty-security program. 

‘(See p. 723.) 

It is my understanding that this letter was neither intended nor is it 
interpreted as precluding the representatives of the Department from 
giving the committee statistical information with regard to the 
progress in operation of the loyalty-security program, nor general 








STATE, JUSTICE, COMMERCE, JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 989 


information with regard to the applicable regulations, or other direc- 
tives and departmental compliance therewith. 

Further, in that connection, the Chairman wishes to state that in 
formulating the questions which are about to be propounded, careful 
attention has been given to the President’s letter of April 2 to the 
Secretary of State and, in the opinion of the Chairman, that letter 
should present no barrier to responsive answers to these questions. 


WRITTEN DECISIONS ON LOYALTY CASES 


In a case where the loyalty board of the department makes an 
adverse finding in a loyalty or security case, how is the board’s action 
in that regard evidenced? That is, by a mere minute entry, or by 
signature of the board members to some sort of a record or document? 

Do you care to answer that? 

Mr. Hume sine. There is a rationale. 

Senator McCarran. Perhaps Mr. Snow could answer that. 

Mr. Snow. A prepared decision is made, and signed by all three 
members of the panel. 

Senator McCarran. Is board action considered to be taken only 
when the rationale of the decision has been signed, or has the board, 
in fact, acted, technically speaking, at the time it has determined 
what its decision is to be? 

Mr. Snow. The board’s action, technically speaking, is taken as of 
the time when the prepared decision to which I have just referred is 
made and signed. The rationale to which you refer, is sometimes 
made—and is generally made—subsequently. It is a matter of some 
care to work out the rationale from the transcript, and so forth, and 
it is quite frequently done after the decision is signed. 

Senator McCarran. Is there anything further you want to say on 
that? 

Mr. Snow. Not at this point, sir; unless you have a further question. 

(The following information was submitted:) 


Average elapse of time.—The board determined as of April 1, 1951, that the 
elapsed time for a case before the loyalty security board from the date of the 
receipt of the case by the board to the date of a formal decision by the board 
was 55 days. This does not include time elapsed in subsequent reconsiderations 
due to receipt of supplemental information. 

When loyalty security board first reports to Assistant Secretary.—The loyalty 
security board’s formal report is made to the Deputy Under Secretary when a 
rationale has been prepared setting forth the basis of the decision, and the file 
has been put in order for forwarding. (The board’s formal decision in the case 
precedes the preparation of the rationale of the decision.) 

It should be pointed out, however, that in cases where, in the interest of the 
security of the Government, suspension appears advisable, it is necessary for the 
Deputy Under Secretary to be informed as quickly as possible so that necessary 
administrative action can be taken. In such cases, the board reports to the 
Deputy Under Secretary immediately upon determining that suspension appears 
advisable and prior to the formulizing of the decision. This interim report is 
generally communicated to the Office of the Deputy Under Secretary by tele- 
phone so the employee can be suspended without delay, and, as soon as possible 
thereafter, confirmed by memorandum setting out the board’s recommendation 
for suspension. This recommendation, furthermore, may be made by the board 
at any time after receipt of the case—even before hearings are held. 

At what point employee is required to be suspended.—At no time is the employee 
required to be suspended unless the case is deemed to fall within section 9A or 
section 601 of Public Law 188, Eighty-second Congress. The employee may be 
suspended at any time. In practice, however, suspension has taken place in 
various stages in the procedure, depending upon the circumstances in each case. 
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The board has recommended suspension, for example, at the time the board prefers 
charges; the board has also invariably recommended suspension—if not sooner— 
immediately after the hearing, if at that time it entertained a reasonable douht 
as to the loyalty or security of the employee. Employees have been suspended 
on recommendation of the board, moreover, before charges were preferred by ihe 
board. In addition, the Deputy Under Secretary can suspend, ane: has suspended, 
an employee without reference to the board when circumstances waranted this 
action. 

Adherence to and deviation from prescribed procedure-—The Loyalty Security 
Board has attempted at all times to follow the prescribed procedures. The only 
deviation from the procedures, as far as it can be ascertained, has been as 4 
result of misunderstanding or misinterpretation of regulations, and these devia- 
tions have neither been numerous nor material with three possible exceptions, 
As soon as the Department became aware of having technically deviated from 
prescribed procedures, the action was corrected immediately. 

On three occasions the Department has been guilty of unintentionally deviating 
from the letter or the intent of governing regulations in what might be considered 
‘‘material’”’ deviations: 

1. At the time Mr. John Stewart Service’s case was decided adversely by the 
Loyalty Review Board, the Department released the opinions of both the Depart- 
ment’s board and the loyalty review board. This was a violation of Loyalty 
Review Board regulations. The Department’s action, however, was not one of 
willful disregard of the regulations but was based on the assumption that inas- 
much as information in the case was a matter of public record, it was proper and 
within the intent of the regulations to release the final opinions. When this error 
was called to the Department’s attention by the chairman of the Loyalty Review 
1B the Department acknowledged the error and there has been no repetition 
of it. 

2. An employee’s wife was permitted to be present during the hearing of the 
employee. he wife’s presence was permitted because of several joint ventures 
of the husband and wife. This unintentional error was called to the Department's 
attention by the Loyalty Review Board and the error has not been repeated. 

3. The Chairman of the Board was the only member of the three-man hearing 
panel which heard one employee on several occasions, who participated in all 
of the several hearings. Hence, except for the chairman, the three-man panel 
was not comprised of the same membership during the various hearings. This 
deviation from standard procedure was caused by the fact that further hearings 
were requested by the employee because of derogatory allegations which appeared 
in the press. The request was granted, and this required further investigation and 
the taking of further testimony. Before this request and during the interim periods 
between the additional hearings, Board members assigned to the case were either 
transferred abroad or assigned extraordinary duties which prevented them from 
continuing on the panel. Under these circumstances the deviation from standard 
procedure is believed to have been necessary and unavoidable. In any event 
there was absolutely no intention of violating the precepts under which the 
loyalty program is administered. 

How board’s adverse finding is evidenced.—The Loyalty Security Board’s adverse 
finding in a loyalty security case is evidence by the signing of a formal adverse 
decision in the case. Thereafter, a rationale is prepared, setting forth the basis 
for the adverse decision. 


TIME ELEMENT ON HANDING DOWN LOYALTY DECISIONS 


Senator McCarran. What is the normal time lag between action 
by thé board, that is, a determination by the board as to what its 
decisions will be, and the signing of the rationale of the case? What 
is the normal time lag in security cases? What is it in loyalty cases? 

Mr. Snow. There is no distinction between security and loyalty 
cases in that respect. I have not any precise figures in answer to 
your question, but it is only a matter of, we will say, a week or two 
on the average. 

Senator McCarran. What do you mean by a week or two? 

Mr. Snow. Anywhere from 7 to 10 or 15 days, depending on the 
opportunity of the officer who is writing the rationale, to give his 
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attention to the transcript and to prepare the rationale. It takes a 
certain amount of time in order to bring that about. 

Senator McCarran. Is that the reason for the time lag? 

Mr. Snow. That is the sole reason, as far as the board is concerned. 

Senator McCarran. Well, is there any other reason? 

Mr. Snow. No; I am not aware of any other reason. There is a 
brief time lag, of course, due to the preparation of the transcript, 
but I take it that that does not come within your question. 

Senator McCarran. No; it does not. 


LOYALTY DECISION FORWARDED TO ASSISTANT SECRETARY 


Does the established procedure require the loyalty board to advise 
the Assistant Secretary and/or the Security Division whenever the 
board finds reasonable doubt of loyalty? Does that mean when the 
Board determines what its action is to be, or when the rationale of the 
case is signed? 

Mr. Snow. When the rationale is formulated, it is not signed, sir. 
The rational does not bear the signature of anyone, but when the 
rationale is completed, then the entire file, including the rationale, is 
forwarded to the Assistant Secretary. 

Senator McCarran. Has the board in fact so reported in each 
case. Is that true with regard to security cases? Is that true with 
regard to loyalty cases? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir; as to both. 

Senator McCarran. And the board has in fact so reported in each 
case? 

Mr. Snow. In each cases; ves, sir. 

Senator McCarran. If there have been exceptions to the estab- 
lished procedure in this regard, what proportion of the total cases in 
each category did such exceptions represent? 

Mr. Snow. There have been no exceptions to this procédure, 
that I am aware of. 

Senator McCarran. Is the employee involved required to be 
notified after a finding of reasonable doubt; and, if so, within what 
time thereafter? Whose duty is it to make such notification? 

Mr. Snow. After the file is forwarded to the Assistant Secretary, 
as | just said, and has been examined by his office, the Assistant 
Secretary’s office sends the file back to the loyalty security board if 
it has no further evidence in the case. 

At that time the attorney for the board prepares a letter for Mr. 
Humelsine’s signature, going to the employee and notifying him of 
the decision. 

Senator McCarran. Does that mean after the board determines 
what its decision is to be, or after the rationale has been signed? 

Mr. Snow. It is after the rationale has been prepared. In fact, 
it is after the file has been sent to the Assistant Secretary and the 
Assistant Secretary has notified the board that it is in order. 

Senator McCarran. If my memory serves me, it was testified 
that there were three cases in which the board had made findings of 
reasonable doubt of loyalty. Is that correct? 

Mr. Snow. That is correct, sir. 


95515—52——63 
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SUSPENSION OF LOYALTY CASES 


Senator McCarran. Please tell the committee at what point in the 
proceedings these employees were suspended and whether this was 
in accordance with the prescribed procedure. 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir. Two of these cases were practically simul- 
taneous. They were heard on January 7 and 8, one on the 7th and 
one on the 8th. That is 1952. In those two cases the board recom- 
mended suspension on the following day, January 9, and the sus- 
pension was immediately executed or he was actually suspended, on 
the 10th, the day following. I say “he,’”’ but I mean “they,” the two 
cases were simultaneous, in that respect. 

With regard to the third case, the hearing was held over a 2-day 
period, January 28 and 29, and the recommendation for suspension 
followed on the day following, January 30. The employee was again 
suspended on the day following, that is, January 31. 

Now, does that answer your entire question, or was there something 
else? 

Senator McCarran. I will read it to you again: 

Please tell the committee at what point in the proceedings these 
employees were suspended and whether this was in accordance with 
the prescribed procedure. 

Mr. Snow. It was; yes, sir. 

Senator McCartuy. May I ask a question at that point, Mr. 
Chairman? 

Senator McCarran, Yes. 

Senator McCarruy. As I understand it, the Secretary of State 
does, naturally, have the power, if he cares to, to suspend the sus- 
pected employee when the letter of charges is filed, rather than after 
the hearing has been held. 

Mr. Snow. That is correct. 


NUMBER OF LOYALTY HEARINGS 


Senator McCarrny. Do you not think it would be a better practice, 
where you serve a letter of charges on a man, to suspend him until 
he is either cleared or found guilty? 

Mr. Snow. You are asking for my personal opinion? I would 
think not. We have voted, in the course of our procedures, 118 
hearings. That means that in 118 cases, there have been charges 
preferred. 

Now, all of those, except the 27 cases that were found adversely, 
resulted in favorable determinations. It seems to me that it would 
have entailed a large amount of injustice had these employees been 
suspended prior to hearing. Until there is a hearing it is rather 
difficult to judge the severity of the case. 

Senator McCarrtuy. Immediately after the hearing the board has a 
pretty good idea as to whether the case is serious enough that suspen- 
sion should be required. 

Let me ask you this: Where you serve a letter of charges on John 
Jones or Jim Smith, who is working in the Department, and the letter 
of charges accuses him of association with suspected espionage agents, 
accuses him of being a Communist, we will say, you have some 
evidence to uphold the charge or you would not serve a letter of 
charges. 








— 
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Do you not think it is an extremely dangerous practice to let that 
man who is charged with being a spy or a Communist, or associating 
with Communists, to continue having access to classified material? 
Is that not dangerous? 

Mr. Snow. Your question was rather general—your initial ques- 
tion. Now you ask if a man who is accused of being a spy should 
not be suspended immediately. 

My answer is, of course, ‘“Yes.”’ It depends on the accusation. If 
a man were accused of being a spy, he should be suspended immedi- 
ately when we get the evidence. 


CONTiNUED EMPLOYMENT OF LOYALTY DEFENDANTS 


Senator McCarrny. Let us take the three cases that you have 
found against—you found disloyalty. That is much more serious 
than being a bad security risk. But after letters of charges have been 
filed on these individuals, and until your board has held the hearing, 
I understand that if they are in the State Department they can move 
around freely, associating with people handling secret material and 
perhaps having access to classified material themselves. Is that not 
an extremely Selindnb situation? 

Mr. Snow. It might be in some cases. I do not think that in either 
of the three cases to which vou refer that that was so, however. The 
three cases were quite innocuous-appearing, on the surface. It was 
not until we got into the hearing and heard the cases that we arrived 
at any conception that suspension was desirable. 

(The following statement was supplied:) 

(CorreEcTION: In one of the three cases the employee, on recommendation of 


the board, was denied access to classified information the day after the board 
voted to prefer charges.) 


Senator McCarran. Well now, to go back for a minute to one of 
my earlier questions, I would like to know at what point in each of 
these cases you are notified by the board of its action or attitude in 
the case? 

Mr. Snow. I take it you are asking that of Mr. Humelsine? 

Senator McCarran. Yes. 


SUSPENSION PROCEDURE ON LOYALTY CASES 


Mr. Humetstne. I was notified with respect to two of the cases on 
the 9th, and suspension took place on the 10th. In the other case, I 
was notified on the 30th, and suspension took place on the 31st. 

Mr. Snow. What month? 

Mr. Humetsine. January in each case. 

Senator McCarran. I would like to have you give me the dates on 
which the board made findings in each of these cases. 

Mr. Snow. Well, that is for me; is it not? 

Mr. Humexstne. That is yours. 

Mr. Snow. In the two cases, which were practically simultaneous, 
that is, they were tried on successive days, the decision was made on 
January 24. That is the date on which the formal decision was 
written out and signed by the three members of the board, as I told 
you before. In the other case the decision was made on February 12. 

Senator McCarran. Now, how do those dates compare with the 
dates on which you received the information? 
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Mr. Humetsine. In one case I suspended the individual on the 
10th. 

Senator McCarran. The 10th of January? 

Mr. Humensine. Yes. The formalizing of the decision was on the 
24th of January. 

In the other one I suspended on the 3ist of January, and the formal- 
ization of the decision was made on February 12. 


BRUNAUER-LORWIN LOYALTY CASES 


Senator McCartruy. Could I ask a question there, Mr. Chairman? 
In the Brunauer case and in the Lorwin case, you suspended the indi- 
viduals and you never held a hearing. Are not those individuals 
entitled to know whether they have been cleared, or whether you 
found them bad loyalty or security risks? 

Mr. Humersrne. You are referring now to named cases. Under 
the President’s letter, I cannot discuss named cases. 

Senator McCarruy. I see. Well, can you tell us why those cases 
were handled differently than the three loyalty cases that we have 
here? 

Mr. Hume sine. If you talk about cases by name, Senator, under 
the terms of the President’s letter, I cannot discuss them. I think 
the letter is clear on that. 

Senator McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, the question I asked was this: 
In the case of Brunauer and in the case of Lorwin, they were sus- 
pended—Lorwin having been suspended a year and a half ago, I 
think, and Brunauer months ago. There never has been a hearing in 
either the Brunauer or the Lorwin cases. I asked Mr. Humelsine why 
those cases were treated differently than the three loyalty cases in 
which suspension only occurred after a hearing and a finding. Mr. 
Humelsine said that under the President’s order he felt that he could 
not answer. 

Can you answer this, Mr. Humelsine? Let us take the unnamed 
cases of individuals who have been suspended in the State Depart- 
ment, and where no hearing has been held. Can you tell us why those 
cases were treated differ ently than the three loyalty cases we have 
here? 

Mr. Hume sine. Senator, I do not know of a case in the Depart- 
ment where there has been a suspension, and where we have not had 
a hearing. 

Senator McCartuy. The last time you were here and before the 
President’s last letter, as I recall it, you told me that there had been 
no decisions on the Brunauer and Lorwin cases. Is it your testimony 
now that—— 

Mr. Hume sine. If I said that then what I meant was that there 
had been no final decision. 

Senator McCarrtuy. Isee. But there might have been hearings? 

Mr. Humetsine. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. And you feel that under the President’s order, 
you cannot tell us definitely? 

Mr. Hume.sine. I cannot talk about individual cases, under the 
President’s order. 

Senator McCarrny. All right. 
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Senator McCarran. At the time the employees were notified by 
you of the Board’s action, do I correctly assume that all paper work 
ty the Board had been completed? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Humetsine. What was that question, Senator? 

Senator McCarran. At the time the employees were notified by 
you of the Board’s action, do I correctly assume that all paper work 
by the Board had been completed? 

Mr. Snow. The reason I answered that question, sir, was because 
my office prepared the letters that Mr. Humelsine signed. 

Senator McCarran. That is right. 

When was the paper work by the Board completed? 

Mr. Snow. The Board’s paper work was completed at the time the 
files were forwarded to the Assistant Secretary, to which I have 
previously testified. 

Senator McCarran. And that was when? 

Mr. Snow. In the two cases that were tried together the Board’s 
work was completed at the time the decision was made, January 24. 
In the other case—wait a minute. I think I am wrong about that. 
Senator McCarran. Yes. 


COMPLETION. OF WORK ON LOYALTY CASES 


Mr. Snow. In the two cases the Board’s work was completed on 
March 10 when the files were forwarded to the Security Division. 
I believe that is the 9th or the 10th. On the third case the Board’s 
work was finished when the files were forwarded on March 17th, to 
the Assistant Secretary. 

Senator McCarran. Are you saying definitely that the rationale 
was not completed in any of these cases until the date you have just 
given us? Or are you saying it was completed but remained un- 
signed. If it was completed by the Board but remained unsigned, 
for how long was it in that status—and why? 

Mr. Snow. The rationale, as I have previously told you, sir, is not 
signed at any time. But the rationale was completed in all of the 
three cases, on the dates I have just given you, not on that date, but 
before that date. It had been completed by that time. 


LAPSE OF TIME ON NOTIFICATION TO LOYALTY DEFENDANTS 


Senator McCarran. Will you explain for the record why so much 
time was allowed to elapse between the dates of the Board’s action 
in these cases and the date on which the employees involved were 
notified? 

Mr. Snow. That is for Mr. Humelsine, is it not? 

Senator McCarran. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Humetsine. Well, in two of the cases, Senator, we were notified 
on March 10. What happens is that when the Board completes an 
action the whole file is put together and all of that material is sent 
over to our Security Division for a check to see if there is any other 
evidence available in the Government on the particular case. In 
other words, we check then with the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
and with other investigative agencies to make sure that we have 
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every last thing, and then it is sent back to the Board and they write 
the letter, and it comes up to me and is signed. 

Now, in two of these cases, the files left the Loyalty Board on March 
10 and they were back in the Loyalty Board on the 17th with the 
additional check having taken place. The letter went out on the 18th. 

In the other case the file came back on the 17th and the letter was 
sent out on the 18th. 

Senator McCarran. During all of this time while this process is 
going on, these people are in the Department? 

Mr. Humetsine. No, sir; they were not. 

Senator McCarran. Where are they? 

Mr. Hume sine. They are suspended. 


TIME OF SUSPENSION 


Senator McCarran. Are they suspended immediately upon your 
receiving notice? 

Mr. Humetstne. They were suspended on January 10, that is, two 
of them were suspended then. The other one was suspended on 
January 31. So during the whole course of this hearing, from the 
time immediately after the hearing until the case is finally completed 
in the Department, they are on a suspended basis. 

Mr. Snow. Mr. Chairman, I think there is a time lag in two cases 
there that you apparently are aware of, but which is wrongly allocated, 
and I would like to speak on that for a moment. 

Senator McCarran. All right. 

Mr. Snow. As I previously testified, in two of those cases the formal 
decision was made on January 24 and signed. As has already been 
testified the file was forwarded to the Security Division on March 10. 

Now, the lag is between those two dates rather than after the for- 
warding of the file to the Assistant Secretary. 

The particular occasion for the lag in those two cases arose out of 
the fact that the counsel, who was the same in both cases, requested 
the Board to keep the record open until he could file some supple- 
mental information. So for a month the Board kept the record open 
for that supplemental information. It did not come in until February 
29. Thereafter, very promptly, on March 10 the file was sent to the 
Assistant Secretary. 

So that the time lag there was occasioned by the delay on the part 
of the counsel for the employees. 

Senator McCarruy. Can you tell us who the counsel was? Pardon 
me, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McCarran. Go right ahead. 


COUNSEL IN LOYALTY CASES 


Senator McCarruy. Can you tell us who the counsel in the Edmund 
Clubb case was? 

Mr. Snow. I cannot discuss the individual cases. 

Senator McCarran. Do you mean you cannot tell us who the 
counsel was? 

Mr. Humetsine. Not under the President’s letter or interpretation; 
no, sir. 
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Senator McCarruy. Can you tell us how many times the Acheson 
law firm has appeared as counsel before your Board? 

Mr. Snow. I am not aware of any. 

Mr. Hume sine. I can ascertain that. 

Mr. Snow. I will be glad to find it out for you. 

Mr. Hume tsine. I do not know that they have ever appeared, as 
such, but I can find out. 

Senator McCarran. The Acheson law firm, or anyone connected 
with it. 

Mr. Hume.sine. I take it you mean the law firm to which Mr. 
Acheson previously belonged? 

Senator McCarruy. And the one to which his son now belongs. 

Senator McCarran. Or anyone from that office. 

Mr. Hume.sine. We will ascertain that for you. 

Mr Snow. It may be a comment on my perspicuity, but I was not 
aware at any time that I was listening to a member of the Acheson 
firm. 

Senator McCarruy. Just to refresh your recollection, Mr. Snow, 
Attorney Westwood appeared before you; has he not? You know 
that he is a member of the Acheson law firm? 

Mr. Snow. No; I did not know it. Of course, I do not sit on all 
the cases. 

Mr. HuME.sINE. Quite possible he appeared before a panel on 
which the general did not sit. 

Senator McCarruy. If you will check your records, and refresh 
your recollection, I believe you will find that Attorney Westwood 
did appear and that he got your Board to reduce the charges before 
the hearing was ever held. You will find that that was done on the 
Posniak case. 

Senator McCarran. He will find out what? 

Senator McCarruy. He will find that Attorney Westwood, Mr. 
Chairman, appeared in the Posniak case, and before any hearing 
was held he induced the Board to reduce the charges. In other 
words, before the Board ever heard the evidence, he persuaded them 
to reduce the charges to a less serious one. Westwood is a member of 
the Acheson law firm. 

Mr. Snow. We will look into that, but I do not, of my recollection, 
remember any such thing. 

(The following information was submitted: ) 

Attorneys associated with the firm of Covington, Burling, Rublee, Acheson 
& Shorb have represented clients before the Loyalty Security Board on three 
occasions, all in 1948. Neither the firm nor any attorneys associated with the 


firm have appeared before this Board previous to or subsequent to the three 1948 
appearances. Mr. Acheson was not in the State Department in 1948. 


PROGRESS REPORT ON LOYALTY CASES 


Senator McCarran. I will insert in the record at this point the 
State Department’s Progress Report on the Loyalty Cases, under 
date of February 8, 1952, covering the loyalty cases for the 3 months 
ending January 31, 1952, and also, cumulative, up to that date. 

(The document referred to follows:) 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, February 8, 1952. 


To: Loyalty Review Board, United States Civil Service Commission, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 


AcENncy Procress Report on Loyatty Cases 


Reporting Agency: Department of State. Months ending November 30, 1951. 
December 31, 1951, and January 31, 1952, combined. 


Current | Cumwlative 
month | to date 


! 
i Ma ee I ee unee t 43 1 559 or 2 742 
2. Cases pending in Loyalty Security eng its Wet eg oe eae 3111 1. 
(a) Under 60 days date kn ka stheiidd de nbbansbee tate ahead celts x 21 }... 
(b) 60 days or over z De rake ead ks wel 90 | 
3. Cases closed by loss of jurisdiction , iis ddd |. a 5 
4. Cases adj: idicated by Loyalty Security Board _-_.__- : : . 40 601 
(a) Favorable determinations ptetdat eer ee 40 | 
(5) Unfavorable determinations am a 
(c) Furnished information requested by LRB- . ; ha eee 
5. Cases appealed to agency head fe add td ig th ube devdeees» snaked | None}. __.. 
(a) Board’s decision sustained. . sali tele IR Cais: 
(>) Boera’s Gacmiem Vewemee - ot be ee ces se Boct 
(c) Pending decision by Agency he Da a ot i he ste ata eer e 
6. Employees separated from service pat eee Rathore aig eidtaening 4 25 
(a) Prior to a determination by Board ___. dig bbe lindd ales oilet None | None 
(6) Prior to issuance of interrogs atories but prior to a determination | | 
by Board. ata Abd mice aiid lets idlnseaheluied bath wiles mag eptieo ne | B Gases 
(c) After unfavorable determination by “Board (no appeal). | None | None 
(d) After unfavorable decision by Agency head (no appeal to LRB)__| None None 
(e) After unfavorable decision by LRB-__- ies dia die None | None 
(f) Resigned while reconsideration under E. O. 10241 pending ae pabbeaen 1 a 
7. Emnloyees retained or restored after favorable decision by LRB--_____--- | None | None 
8. Final actions on excepted applicant cases___- bcc ceapkeesha oe None None 
(a) Denied employment or anplication MODAN sc. 52 ae None None 
(6) Accepted for em»loyment after eonent ek: areas sinkeibd Shabana None None 
9. Charges or interrogatories issued _- bs SA RES EE at STO, 429 252 
10. Hearings held - Birt Lee ea eee be Bus fy Sakti a waiainind 6 0 Chere ceebenk 14 A 
11. Requests for further investigation a SO aia aa i i a ia al ol MI oe Ot Es it gett ac 








! This figure revresents the total head count of cases. 

28 reconsiderations included in this figure for this month. 
3 57 of these cases appointed prior to Oct. 1, 1947. 

‘ This figure represents 12 charges and 17 interrogatories. 


Conrap E. Snow, 
Chairman, Loyalty Security Board. 


PENDING LOYALTY CASES 


Senator McCarran. I would like to ask General Snow a number of 
specific questions about the progress report. 

Mr. Snow. About that particular report, or shall I bring it up to 
date for you, sir? 

I have before me report for May 2, and I will be glad to give you 
those figures. 

Senator McCarran. I would prefer to have it just as I have given 
it to you. 

Mr. Humetsing. You have the report dated February 8. 

Mr. Snow. I will see if I have it. 

Senator McCarran. Under item 2—— 

Mr. Snow. Just a moment, Senator. I would like to see whether 
I have that. 

I do not have the February report with me. 

Mr. Hume sine. Here is a photostatic copy of it. 

Mr. Snow. Thank you, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Under item 2 it appears that 111 cases were 
pending in the Loyalty Security Board in the Department on January 
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31, 1952—90 cases had been pending for 60 days or over. How long 
over 60 days had those cases been pending? 

Mr. Snow. I will have to find that out for you. I cannot answer 
that question now. 

Senator McCarran. You cannot answer it? 

Mr. Snow. I don’t know 

Mr. Hume sine. That will require looking at the records individually 
and figuring it out. 

(The following information was furnished:) 

The average length of time pending of the 90 cases reported in item 2 (b) 
was 7.2 months. The main reasons that these cases were pending longer than 
60 days were that in some instances further investigation was required and in 
others, supplemental reports were received which required readjudication. Under 
present regulations, each time a supplemental report is received, a readjudication 
of the case is required. 

Senator McCarran. What is the longest period that any of them 
have been pending? 

Mr. Snow. I cannot answer that question. 

Senator McCarran. What was the average length of time that 
those 90 cases had been pending? 

Mr. Snow. I cannot answer that question without looking at the 
records. 

Senator McCarran. I take it that what you mean by that is that 
you have not the information at hand? 

Mr. Snow. That is right. 

(The following information was submitted:) 

The case pending the longest has been pending for approximately 20 months. 
In this ease, considerable reinvestigation was required and a number of supple- 
mental reports were received. 

Senator McCartuy. The question of 60 days or over puts me in 
mind of a lawsuit that I was trying once. 

Senator McCarran. Within the last few days? 

Senator McCartuy. No. I asked the defendant who was claiming 
personal injury how old he was and he said that he was over 50. 
I said, ‘you are over 81, aren’t you?” And he said ‘‘ That is over 50.” 
So I wonder how many days over 60 these were. 

Senator McCarran. Were all of the 111 employees whose cases 
were in a pending status on January 31, 1952, under suspension on 
that date? 

Mr. Snow. No, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Does the heading under “Item 2,” which 
states “Cases pending in Loyalty Security Board’ refer to cases 
pending in the Loyalty Security Board on January 31, 1952? Will 
you please explain what the footnote to this figure means and what its 
significance is? 

Mr. Snow. I shall have to inquire of my attorney who prepared this 
list in order to answer that question. 

The footnote states ‘57 of these cases appointed prior to October 1, 
1947.” I do not know what the purport of that note is. 

Senator McCarran. You do not know? 

Mr. Snow. That is right, sir. 

(The following information was submitted:) 

The footnote to item 2 indicates the number of pending cases of employees 
who were appointed prior to October 1, 1947. The information was required by 


ean 2 to memorandum No. 20, above referred to, of the Loyalty Review 
Soard, 
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Senator McCarran. It is noted that under “Item 4” the report 
shows 40 cases were adjudicated by the State Department’s Loyalty- 
Security Board during the 3 months’ period in question. 

Mr. Snow. That is right. 

Senator McCarran. And that all of these cases were adjudicated 
by favorable determinations. 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. Is that correct? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. How does that square up with the fact that 
on two cases the Board, on January 24, found a reasonable doubt of 
the employee’s loyalty? 

Mr. Snow. That is because of the regulations of the Loyalty Review 
Board with reference to the time a decision on a case is forwarded 
to the Review Board. 

Senator McCarruy. Mr. Snow, put away your confidential papers. 
I would like to take a chair next to you for the moment. 

Senator McCarran. Let us go back to your answer to that question 
again. 

Do you want the question again? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

CASES ADJUDICATED 


Senator McCarran. It is noted that under ‘‘Item 4” the report 
shows 40 cases were adjudicated by the State Department’s Loyalty- 
Security Board during the 3 months’ period in question, and that all 
of these cases were adjudicated by favorable determinations. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Snow. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator McCarran. How does that square up with the fact that 
in two cases the Board, on January 24, found reasonable doubt of the 
employees’ loyalty? 

Mr. Snow. That is due to the effect of the Review Board’s memo- 
randum No. 20, sir, to which you have previously referred, which 
requires that section of the agency’s report to which you are referring 
to include only the number of cases in which determinations have 
been made by the agency’s Loyalty Board and approved by the 
appropriate official if such approval is required. 

This section also requires that unfavorable determinations not be 
reported until the employee has appealed to the head of the agency 
or the time for such appeal has elapsed and that such cases should be 
counted as pending before the Loyalty Board. That is the process 
that was used in making that report. 

In other words, the cases to which you refer, on which adverse 
decisions had been reached at that time, and formalized, were not so 
reported, because the time for appeal had not elapsed. So we were 
simply following the regulations of the Review Board. 

Senator McCarran. Is that your full answer? 


BINGHAM LETTER 


Mr. Snow. That is my full answer, and that answer was given to 
Senator Bingham in a letter which he subsequently by reply, indicated 
was correct. 

Senator McCarran. Can I have a copy of that letter? 
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Mr. Snow. Yes; I have no objection to that. 

Senator McCarran. I mean the letter from Senator Bingham. 

Mr. Snow. Yes; I referred to two letters. 

Senator McCarran. You have just referred to a letter to Senator 
Bingham. 

Mr. Snow. Yes, and his letter to me. 

Mr. Humetstne. You would have to extract the names of the 
individuals mentioned there. 

Mr. Snow. Let me see if the names appear. 

I am sorry, Senator, but I cannot furnish the letter, because it con- 
tains the names of cases. My letter to Senator Bingham contains 
the names of cases. 

I have a letter from Senator Bingham dated March 4, stating: 

Your understanding of the Loyalty Review Board’s reporting requirements is 
correct insofar as the cases described in your letter are concerned, 

Senator McCarran. I apologize. 

Mr. Snow. I beg your pardon, sir? 

Senator McCarran. I just received a note on the proceedings in 
the House. 

Mr. Snow. ITamsorry. What I said was that I cannot produce my 
letter to Senator Bingham because it contains the names of cases, and 
therefore falls within the President’s order. But I can produce the 
letter from Senator Bingham to me dated March 4 in which he ways: 

Your understanding of the Loyalty Review Board’s reporting requirements is 
correct, insofar as the three cases described in your letter are concerned. 

I have read from the letter. If you desire the letter, you can have it. 

Senator McCarran. Well, I would like to see the letter. I would 
like to have all of that correspondence. You are referring to it, but 
I do not know anything about it. 

Mr. Humetsine. I would prefer to take that. There is no use in 
alrite your file. What we will do is to send up photostatic copies 
of all of it. 

Mr. Snow. We will put the letter in the record. 

Senator McCarran. Can you give me a photostatic copy of the 
letter that you wrote to Senator Bingham and which you referred to? 

Mr. Hume.sine. I think we can, Senator. We will have to extract 
any names of individuals. We will be precluded by the President’s 
letter, from including them, but we can give you the rest of the letter. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


Deputy Unper Secrerary or Stare, 
Washingion, June 3, 1952. 
The Honorable Pat McCarran, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Senator McCarran: During the hearings before your subecom- 
mittee on Tuesday, May 27, you requested a copy of a letter from Mr. Snow to 
Mr. Bingham, Chairman of the Loyalty Review iend dated February 28, 1952. 
You also requested a photostatic copy of a letter from Mr. Bingham to Mr. Snow, 
dated March 4, 1952. 

These two letters are enclosed. 

With respect to Mr. Snow’s letter, the names of the three loyalty cases have 
been deleted in order to comply with the provisions of the President's letter of 
April 2, 1952. 

With respect to Mr. Bingham’s letter, I call attention to the fact that the letter 
bears a “confidential” security classification. 

If I may be of further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to call 
on me. 

Sincerely yours, 


CARLISLE H. HUMELSINE, 
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Fesrvary 28, 1952. 
The Honorable Hiram BincHaM, 
Chairman, Loyalty Review Board, 
United States Civil Service Commission, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Senator Bineuam: I have received your letter of February 26, 
1952, in which you request the names of members of the State Department who 
have received adverse decisions on grounds of reasonable doubt as to loyalty. 
I can appreciate your concern in this matter inasmuch as no such decisions have 
as yet been reported to the Loyalty Review Board. 

I am happy to give you the names of the employeez and to explain why, in our 
understanding of current procedures, the names of these employees have not been 
furnished to you. Ifthe State Department Board should be incorrect in its under- 
standing of existing regulations and procedures in the matter of reporting deter- 
minations of our Board, I should very much Jike to be advised and I assure you 
we will comply with whatever may be the correct procedure. 

In the cases of the following-named employees, the loyalty security board of 
the Department of State determined, on the dates indicated, that a reasonable 
doubt existed as to their loyalty to the United States Government. 

(Name omitted) January 24, 1952. . 

(Name omitted) February 12, 1952. 

(Name omitted) January 24, 1952. 

In the agency progress report on loyalty cases which I submitted under date of 
February 8, 1952, the figure of 601 cases adjudicated by the Loyalty Security 
Board as of January 31, 1952, did not include the three adjudications set out above. 
Of course, one of these adjudications was subsequent to that date. The other two 
were not included because in my understanding of the reporting process, a case is 
not finally adjudicated where there has been an unfavorable determination by the 
agency board until there has been an adequate opportunity for the employee to 
appeal such decision to the agency head and until the outcome of that appeal, if 
any, has been determined. The State Department Board has consistently 
followed the practice of not reporting in its progress report any cases as “adjudi- 
cated’”’ where there has been an unfavorable determination either on loyalty or 
security until the appeal process has been exhausted and final action taken in the 
case. Likewise, the State Department Board has not reported by Standard 
Form 98, Agency Report on Closed Loyalty Cases adverse determinations on 
loyalty or security until the appeal process has been exhausted and final action 
taken. The basis for our not reporting such cases until final action has been taken 
is found in chapter L—2 of the Federal Personnel Manual, Individual Case Reports, 
section (b) which states, ‘“‘in cases in which the final decision is unfavorable to the 
individual, the report should be submitted in the case of an employee immediately 
after the effective date of removal or resignation (after the Loyalty Review Board 
has acted on an appeal, ifany) . . .’’. In the case of the agency progress report, 
Memorandum No. 20, revised March 9, 1949, section 4, Cases Adjudicated by 
Agency Loyalty Board requires that there be reported the number of cases in 
which determinations have been made by the agency loyalty board and approved 
by the appropriate official, if such approval is required. This section states that 
unfavorable determinations should not be reported until the individual involved 
has appealed to the head of the agency or the time for such appeal has elapsed. 
Further it is stated that such unfavorable cases, and cases in which a determina- 
tion by the Board is awaiting the approval of an appropriate official, should be 
counted as pending in the agency loyalty board. The three adverse determina- 
tions enumerated above fall into this pending category inasmuch as they have not 
been approved by the appropriate official nor have the employees as yet had an 
opportunity to exercise their appeal rights. 

Although I believe that it is not the intention of the Loyalty Review Board 
regulations to require the reporting of these adverse determinations on loyalty 
grounds at this stage of the proceeding, I am most willing to inform you of our 
board’s findings and should be glad to inform you regularly, at any stage of the 
proceedings, of any adverse determinations by this board, as you may desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
Conrap E. Snow, 
Chairman, Loyalty Security Board. 
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Unitrep States Crvit Servick ComMIssION, 


Washington, D. C., March 4, 1952. 
Mr. Conran E. Snow, 


Chairman: Loyalty Security Board, 
Department of State, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear GENERAL Snow: Thank you for your letter of February 28, 1952, 
furnishing me with the names of employees of the State Department who have 
received adverse decisions on grounds of reasonable doubt as to loyalty and ex- 

laining why the names of these employees have not been furnished to the Loyalty 
eview Board. 

Your understanding of the Loyalty Review Board’s reporting requirements is 
correct insofar as the three cases described in your letter are concerned. How- 
ever, when the employees involved have appealed to the head of your Depart- 
ment or when the time for such appeal has elapsed, the cases should be reported 
in item 4b of your Agency Progress Report on Loyalty Cases as cases in which 
unfavorable loyalty determinations were made by your Loyalty Security Board. 
If the individuals appeal to the head of your Department, the cases should also 
be entered in one of the three categories under item 5 of the report. If they do 
not appeal, they should be entered under item 6c when separation is effected. 

In connection with the three cases named in your letter, please furnish me with 
the dates that the individuals received their letters notifying them of the unfavor- 
able determination of your loyalty security board and of their right to appeal to 
the head of your Department. 


Ycur cooperation in this matter is greatly appreciated. 
Respectfully, 


Hrram BINGHAM, 
Chairman, Loyalty Review Board. 

Senator McCarran. Does this report at any point show or reflect 
any unfavorable findings by the board at any time prior to January 
31, with respect to the lovalty of any employee of the Department? 

Mr. Snow. The answer is“‘ No.”’ 

Senator McCarran. It is noted that a cumulative figure is given 
for cases adjudicated by the board up to January 31, 1952, but that 
no cumulative figure is given on favorable and unfavorable determina- 
tions. Why is that? Can you give the cumulative figure either 
under 4 (a) or 4 (b)? 

Mr. Snow. No; I cannot answer why no figure was given there. 
Presumably they were not required, but I would have to check with 
my attorney, the gentleman who prepared the report, to find out 
why no cumulative figure was given. 

1 can give you a cumulative figure if you desire it, up to May 2. 

Senator McCarran. I would like to have it up to the date of Janu- 
ary 31. 

Mr. Snow. That I cannot do because I have not the February 
report. 

Senator McCarran. Can you do that at a later date? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, sir. 

(The following information was submitted:) 

It was not considered necessary to give cumulative figures for the breakdown 


of item 4. However, this is now being done. Cumulative figures for the progress 
report of February 8 would have been: 


Item 4(a) (XOTU RE IOS 2 601 
DAN BER es. Sra oe Sud aden dad ewe lop ete bt eeaees 2 None 


With regard to item 4(a): The figure “601” represents the total number of 
favorable loyalty determinations by the loyalty security board as of January 31, 
1952. This figure, as of that date, is the same as the cumulative figure (601) 
for the loyalty determinations by the board. Neither “601” figure includes se- 
curity determinations since the report is devoted solely to loyalty statistics, the 
Loyalty Review Board having no jurisdiction in security cases. 
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With regard to item 4(b): The ‘‘none’”’ means, of course, that under the method 
of reporting prescribed by Memorandum No. 20, no unfavorable determination. 
on loyalty were reported under item 4 nor should have been reported as of Janu- 
ary 31. The reason none was reported under item 4 is as follows: Memorandum 
No. 20 requires that no unfavorable determinations on loyalty will be reported 
to the Loyalty Review Board until the individual involved has appealed the 
adverse determination to the head of the agency or the time for such appeal (10 
calendar days) has expired. On January 31, the Department had no cases which 
met these specifications. However, memorandum No. 20 requires that any 
adverse loyalty determinations not falling within these specifications should be 
carried as pending in the agency loyalty board and reported under item 2. (For 
example, three of the 111 reported under item 2 were adverse loyalty dete: mina- 
tions, in which the employees had not appealed to the agency head nor had the 
time for such appeal expired.) 


LOYALTY CASES RECEIVED 


Senator McCarran. Looking now at item No. 1, which is ‘Cases 
received by the Department,” under the cumulative figure it is noted 
that the report shows either 559 or 742 cases, and the note indicaies 
that 559 is the total head count of cases, the figure 742 being fooinoied 
with the statement “8 reconsideraiions included in this figure for 
this month.”’ , 

Does that mean, General Snow, that of the 43 cases received by 
the Department during January, 8 were cases of reconsidere tion, and 
that there was a total of 183 reconsideration cases? Thai is che 
difference between 559 and 742 up to the end of January 1952. 

(The following information was submiited:) 

Yes; of the 43 cases received by the Department’s Board during January, 8 
were reconsideration cases. 

Mr. Snow. Those two figures, Senator—559 and 742—mean that 
we have had 559 cases to that day by head count. That is, so many 
persons have been considered under the loyalty program. But 742 
represent the number of cases received by the Board. In other 
words, numerous individual cases have been considered more than 
once. Sometimes we have supplemental information come in on 
case after case—not only once bui twice or three times, or four times, 
or five times, and every time we get a piece of supplemental informa- 
tion from the FBI, we have to decide the case over again. It is one 
of the defects in the system, if I may add. 

Senator McCartuy. Why would you say that that is a defect? 
When you get additional information that a man is disloyal, why 
should you not decide the case over again? 

Mr. Snow. Sometimes that information is not to that effect. We 
have to decide it over again if the information is favorable. When 
we receive any additional information from the FBI, we have to decide 
the case over again. 

Senator McCartuy. You mean if you get favorable information? 

Mr. Snow. Yes, any supplemental report requires a new decision. 

Senator McCartruy. Why do you have such a rule? 

Mr. Snow. I don’t know. 

Senator McCarruy. Who makes the rule? Does not the Secre- 
tary of State do so? 

Mr. Snow. No. That is a Review Board rule. The case is sent 
back to us for a new decision, by the Review Board. 

Mr. Hume tsine. The regulations we operate under are those of the 
Review Board. 











—~ we 
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Mr. Snow. Of course, there are numerous cases where we should 
make a new decision. I do not mean to say that there are no cases 
where we should not make a new decision, but in many cases it is not 
necessary. 

Senator McCarran. Were all of these cases in fact loyalty cases, 
as I note from your report the caption indicates? 

Mr. Snow. You are correct, sir. That is a report to the Loyalty 
Review Board, which has only loyalty cases within its jurisdiction. 


STATUS OF SEPARATED EMPLOYEES 


Senator McCarran. Now, with respect to item 6, it is noted that 
the report indicates that during the month of January four employees 
were separated from the service, three prior to the issuance of inter- 
rogatories, but prior to a determination by the board—whatever that 
means, while one resigned while reconsideration under Executive 
Order 10241 was pending. 

However, in the cumulative column no figures are given, although 
it is noted that 25 employees were sep arated from the service up to 
January 31. It is stated that of these 25, none were separated prior to 
a determination by the board, none after an unfavorable determina- 
tion by the board, no appeal, none after an unfavorable decision by 
the agency head, no appeal to the Loyalty Review Board, and none 
after an andae orable decision by the Loyalty Review Board. 

lt would appear, therefore, that the 25 cases of separations up to 
January 31, 1952, were in category B, which is, ‘Prior to issuance of 
interrogatories but prior to a determination by the board,” and cate- 
gory F, which is ‘Resigned while consideration under Executive 
Order 10241 was pending.” Is that true? 

Mr. Snow. I am inclined to believe so, Senator. 

Senator McCarran. How many of the 25 cases were in each of 
these categories? 

Mr. Snow. I cannot answer that question, sir, but I am inclined 
to believe that the regulations do not require a cumulative specification 
under the subheadings. I am not sure of that, and I shall have to 
inquire. 

(The following information was submitted:) 

None of the 25 cases in the cumulative column of item 6 were in category 6 (b); 
two of the 25 cases in the cumulative column were in category 6 (f). This expla- 
nation differs with the itemization carried in the February 8 report because two 
errors in the language describing items 6 (a) and 6 (b) were made, and these errors 


caused corresponding errors in the statistics. The correct nomenclature and 
statistics in items 6 (a), 6 (b), and 6 (f) are: 


6 (a)—Prior to issuance of charges.......-...-.---.--..--<-.- 3 23 
6 (b)—After issuance of charges or interrogatories but prior to 

determination by the agency board__-.-.-.--.----.--------- None None 
6 (f)—Resigned while reconsiderations under Executive Order 

PE eo cn LR aa bateasoninposdimadsodyaseus 1 2 


Senator McCarran. Now, as to the questions you have not had 
the information present to furnish, I respectfully request that you 
furnish that to the committee at your earliest convenience. 

Mr. Snow. I will be glad to do so. (This information was provided 
and is shown at the appropriate places in the preceding testimony.) 

Senator McCarran. Now, let me ask a question or two. How 
many times have the Davies and Vincent cases been before the loyalty 


review board? 
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Mr. Snow. I am afraid I cannot answer anything as to a specific 
case. 

Senator McCarran. I am asking for times. 

Mr. Snow. Yes; but as to specific cases. 

Senator McCarran. I am going to insist on that. If we are going 
to make appropriations for the State Department, we are going to 
get information, or else there is going to be no appropriation for this 
work, That is all there is to it. All lam asking you now is how many 
times certain cases—and that is the only way I have of designating 
them, naming them—how many times have those two cases been up 
to the review board. 

Mr. Humetsine. Senator, I will see if I can get that information 
for you. 

STATUS OF DAVIES-VINCENT CASES 


(See p. 1390) 


Senator McCarran. Where are those cases pending now? 

Mr. Humetstne. I will check that. 

Senator McCarran. Will you answer that? You know where they 
are, 

Mr. Snow. I am leaving that up to Mr. Humelsine. 

Senator McCarran. I am asking you. 

Mr. Snow. I cannot tell you offhand where the cases are. I have 
my impression, but I cannot give you that information. 

Mr. Humetstne. You cannot answer, under the President’s order. 

Mr. Snow. Mr. Humelsine may be able to arr ange for that. 

Senator McCarran. That is not the President’s order. You are 
expanding on the President’s order. I am going to insist on an 
answer to those questions, President’s order or no President’s order. 
You are expanding on the President’s order. You are interpreting 
the President’s order now to suit yourselves, and that is not going to 
go here. 

I am going to ask you again: Where are the Davies and Vincent 
cases pending now? That is the only way I have of designating them. 
You tell me that you refuse to answer? 

Mr. Snow. No, sir; I do not refuse to answer. I would be glad 
to tell you if I knew. I think I know, but I am not quite sure. 

Senator McCarran. When will you know? 

Mr. Snow. I will find out what the answer to your questions are. 

Senator McCarran. Can you give us an answer tomorrow? 

Mr. Snow. If I am permitted to. 

Senator McCarran. Well, it is a question of permission that you 
are after now? 

Mr. Snow. I say that if 1 am permitted, I will be glad to give you 
the answer tomorrow. 

Senator McCarran. All right. I am going to have vou here to- 
morrow, and I will propound the same questions to you then. 

(See p. 1390.) 

All right, gentlemen, that is all for today. We will stand in recess 
until 2 o’clock tomorrow afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 4 p. m., Tuesday, May 27, 1952, the committe: 
recessed, to reconvene at the call of the Chairman.) 





